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Foreword 
 
This project all began with one question – Do coaches really have influence on athletes?  As a former 
student-athlete and college coach, I have seen and felt the impact my coaches had on my life. I have also 
had former student-athletes of mine share with me that I made a big impact on their life. While these 
accounts were good, I still wanted to know if my influence could be quantified and measured.  My entry 
into UNO’s higher education PhD program changed my whole perspective on coaching. The coursework 
and theories I learned about regarding student development were instrumental in helping me to better 
understand the student-athletes’ I was serving.  In conversation with other coaches, I was disappointed to 
find that most of them had no knowledge of student development theory or practices.  I also found that 
coaches were mostly concerned with issues related to student-athlete performance on the court but not in 
the classroom. To top it off, the NCAA passed a policy to hold coaches accountable for student-athlete 
success. My reaction was, How could they pass such a policy when they had not identified clear measure 
for coaches’ influence?” What empirical evidence indicates that coaches’ influence is related to student-
athlete academic success? Most coaches do not have the educational background to understand their role 
in student-athlete success and some may not care. These questions were the catalyst that started me on 
this journey.  
 
This journey was about taking an in-depth look at student-athlete perceptions of head coaches’ action to 
determine which actions of the coach are influential to their success off the court.  Being able to hone in 
on the actions of the head coach would help to achieve three things: 
  
1) First, provide practical and clear definitions that would lead to a better understanding of what 
coaches’ influence is and what it looks like. 
 
2) Second, create a tool that both coaches and administrators could use to evaluate the coaches’ level 
of influence. This tool would have specific, practical and measurable actions of the head coach 
that could be quantified. 
 
3) Third, take the information learned from the study to develop best practices and coursework that 
would be available to better educate and train coaches so that they are able to provide a better 
experience for the student-athlete. 
 
This study produced a measuring tool that could transform the way coaches are evaluated and how 
coaches perceive their role as higher education administrators. 
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Abstract 
 
 
The National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) recently passed new legislation 
highlighting the critical role coaches play in student-athlete success called the Head Coach’s Academic 
Progress Rate (APR).  The APR measure does not calculate the actions of the head coach and is therefore 
an inadequate measure of coaches’ influence. There are numerous verbal accounts of the influence of the 
coach on student-athlete success, but there is little quantitative data to support this claim. As a result, this 
correlational study explored the relationship between head coaches’ influence and student engagement 
among a sample of 135 women basketball players at National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) 
Division I (DI) institutions. The Student-Athlete Perception of Coaches’ Influence, Student Engagement 
and Student Athlete Success Survey (SAPCISESASS), an instrument developed by the researcher, was 
used to measure coaches’ influence and engagement. Results revealed that overall student-athletes 
perceived an overall positive relationship with their head coach, were satisfied with their relationship, and 
would choose to return to attend the same institution if the same coach were employed with the 
institution. Student-athletes reported being heavily engaged in community service and engaged in 16 or 
more hours per week in athletic-related activities.  Student-athletes perceived the overall campus climate 
to be supportive and relationships with various campus constituencies were positive. Student-athletes 
reported a strong belief in their head coaches’ influence on their personal and social development.  A 
strong relationship was found between coaches’ influence and personal and social development (adjusted 
R2 = .62, p <.001) even when controlling for campus climate. A closer examination of the measures of the 
coaches’ influence construct revealed that coaches’ encouragement of educationally purposefully 
activities was a predictor of student-athlete diversity engagement, academic engagement, and personal 
and social development. Administrators should consider results of this study to better inform their 
evaluative process for head coaches. Coaches need to be intentional in their encouragement of activities 
that lead to student success because student –athletes who are engaged will enhance their chances of 
graduating which is the purpose of higher education. 
 
 
 
 
 
Student engagement, student success, student-athlete, NCAA, head coach, character development, 
academic success, head coach influence
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 
“Coaches are ‘primary influencers’ of their student –athletes.” 
Walter Harrison 
President 
University of Hartford 
  
The following study was designed to describe and explore the relationship between head coaches’ 
influence and engagement of NCAA Division I women basketball players and the implications for 
student-athlete success.  The Student-Athlete Perception of Coaches’ Influence on Student Engagement 
and Student-Athlete Success survey (SAPCISESASS), an instrument developed by the researcher, was 
used to examine the relationship under study.  This chapter will provide background information, a 
conceptual framework for the study, statement of the problem, purpose of the study, research questions 
and hypotheses, delimitations/limitations of the study, definition of key terms, a summary of the 
importance of the study, and organization of the rest of the paper. 
Background Information 
Student-athlete success. The number of teams penalized for not achieving student-athlete success 
has gone down since the National College Athletic Association (NCAA) began holding institutions and 
coaches accountable. Penalties assessed could include a loss of scholarships, a loss of practice time, and a 
loss of post-season competition. For coaches, this could mean loss of their job. In 2008, 218 out of 725 
teams who did not meet the NCAA’s minimum academic progress rate (APR) cut-off score of 925 were 
penalized (Wieberg, 2008). The cut-off score of 925 is the equivalent of a 50% graduation success rate 
(GSR) refers to the percentage of student-athletes on scholarship who graduate from the program within 
six years. In 2011, 103 out of 350 teams who did not meet the NCAA’s minimum APR cut-off score of 
925 were penalized (Sander, 2011).  The decrease in teams not meeting the minimum APR cut-off score 
has resulted in the highest reported GSR’s since the NCAA began reporting graduation rates in 1983.  
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When comparing the most recent APR and GSR rates, the overall average APR for all student-athletes is 
a 973 and the overall average GSR for all student-athletes is 82%. However, student-athletes participating 
in revenue producing sports (women’s basketball, men’s basketball and football) are falling short of the 
mark. Women’s basketball players achieved a 970 APR and an 84% GSR, followed by men’s basketball 
with a 950 APR and a 74% GSR, and football with a 948 APR at 70% GSR (Grasgreen, Staff, 2013).  
While more student-athletes are being awarded degrees, there is some question as to whether they are 
actually being educated and prepared for the competitive workforce (Steinbach, 2012). The limitations of 
solely using the APR and GSR as the determinant of student-athlete success is also in question, especially 
since those student-athletes and coaches involved with the low academic performing programs are being 
penalized. 
According to the NCAA, continuous enrollment at the same school (retention) eligibility for sport 
participation each semester (eligibility), and successful completion of a degree within a six-year period 
(graduation) constitutes student-athlete success (Brown, 2012).  Retention and eligibility are combined to 
determine a student-athlete’s persistence. The NCAA’s use of persistence and graduation as indicators of 
student-athlete success are supported in literature. Similarly, student-athlete success has also been defined 
as “student athletic matriculation and graduation from a program of study” (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011, 
p.236). In this definition, matriculation refers to the student-athlete’s ability to make consistent annual 
progress toward a degree through successful integration into social and academic systems of the 
university and completion of course requirements for a degree leading to graduation. Comeaux and 
Harrison’s definition is aligned with both persistence and student engagement terminology both indicators 
of student success. In student development literature, student success indicators may also be referred to as 
student success outcomes.  
Student Success.  Student success outcomes vary in nature. Student success outcomes may be 
psychosocial, cognitive or affective.  Psychosocial outcomes are categorized by Erickson’s eight stages of 
development (1959) (i.e. developing purpose, identity formation, etc.). Cognitive outcomes deal with 
higher order mental processes (i.e., academic achievement, critical thinking, reading skills). Affective 
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outcomes are normally categorized by the students’ attitudes, beliefs, and values (Gaston-Gayles & Hu, 
2009a).  Table 1 lists various outcomes associated with the different categories. 
Table 1 
 
Outcomes Impacting Student Success 
Psychosocial Outcomes 
Outcome References 
Satisfaction with career 
maturity 
Astin, 1993; Gaston-Gayles J. L., 2009; Pascarella & Smart, 1991; 
Ryan, 1989; Wolniak, Pierson, & Pascarella, 2001 
Developing Competence Gaston-Gayles J. L., 2009 
Establishing Mature 
Relationships 
Gaston-Gayles J. L., 2009 
Identity Formation Gaston-Gayles J. L., 2009; Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001 
Autonomy to Independence Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001 
Industry vs. Inferiority Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001 
Cognitive Outcomes 
Outcome References 
Persistence Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Smart, 1991 
Completion of a Bachelor’s 
Degree 
Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Smart, 1991 
Graduation Rate Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Smart, 1991 
Critical Thinking Skills Astin, 1993; Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, & Terenzini, 1995; Pascarella & 
Smart, 1991; Wolniak, Pierson, & Pascarella, 2001 
Logic & Reasoning Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Smart, 1991 
Academic Achievement Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Smart, 1991 
Learning and Communication 
Skills 
Gaston-Gayles J. L., 2009; Gaston-Gayles & Hu, 2009a 
Maturity Gaston-Gayles J. L., 2009 
Reading  Comprehension Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, & Terenzini, 1995 
Mathematic Comprehension Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, & Terenzini, 1995 
Grades in College Carodine, Almond, & Gratto, 2001; Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 
2006 
Time Devoted to Studying and 
Attending Class 
Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 2006 
Participation in Active and 
Collaborative Learning 
Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 2006 
Academic Challenge Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 2006 
Affective Outcomes 
Outcome References 
Satisfaction with college 
experiences 
Astin, 1993; Pascarella, Edison, Hagedorn, Nora, & Terenzini, 1996; 
Pascarella & Smart, 1991; Ryan, 1989  
Motivation toward degree 
completion 
Astin, 1993; Pascarella, Edison, Hagedorn, Nora, & Terenzini, 1996; 
Pascarella & Smart, 1991; Ryan, 1989; Wolniak, Pierson, & Pascarella, 
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2001 
Gains in internal locus of 
attrition 
Astin, 1993; Pascarella, Edison, Hagedorn, Nora, & Terenzini, 1996; 
Pascarella & Smart, 1991; Ryan, 1989; Wolniak, Pierson, & Pascarella, 
2001 
Openness to diversity and 
challenge 
Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Smart, 1991; Ryan, 1989; Wolniak, Pierson, 
& Pascarella, 2001 
Learning for self-understanding Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Smart, 1991; Ryan, 1989; Wolniak, Pierson, 
& Pascarella, 2001 
Attitudes/Cultural attitudes Astin, 1993; Gaston-Gayles & Hu, 2009a; Gaston-Gayles & Hu, 2009b 
Values/human/civic/democratic Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Smart, 1991 
Beliefs Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Smart, 1991 
Civic Engagement Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Smart, 1991 
Open-mindedness Gaston-Gayles J. L., 2009 
Inquisitiveness Gaston-Gayles J. L., 2009 
Interpersonal Skills Ryan, 1989 
Leadership abilities Ryan, 1989 
Social Involvement Pascarella & Smart, 1991 
Political liberalism Pascarella & Smart, 1991 
Social self-esteem Pascarella & Smart, 1991 
Student engagement Comeaux & Harrison, 2011; Gaston-Gayles, 2009; Gaston-Gayles & 
Hu, 2009a; “National College Athletic Association,” 2008; Potuto & 
O’Hanlon, 2006; Symonds, 2009; Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 
2006 
  
The student engagement outcome has received a great deal of attention over the past 20 years. The 
research on student development has linked the student engagement outcome very closely with student 
success. Similarly, the NCAA has expanded its research to examine the experiences of student-athletes 
and how their engagement in the college experience impacts their ability to persist and graduate. 
 Student-Engagement and Success. Student engagement is defined as the amount of physical and 
physiological energy students devote to the college experience and the school’s use of resources through 
the curriculum, learning opportunities, and support services that lead to experiences and outcomes that 
constitute student success.  Student engagement has been defined as a key factor in student success and is 
considered the pathway to student success (Hu, 2011). If this is true, then it is safe to say that the more 
engaged a student-athlete is in his/her college experience, the better chance he/she has of persisting and 
graduating.  The problem is that the athletic subculture within the college experience has been deemed to 
have a negative impact on the college experience for the student-athlete (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011).  
Issues of low academic expectations with an emphasis on maintaining eligibility to compete in sports, 
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increasing commercialization of college sports, and coaches being pressured to win at all costs, have 
contributed to the athletic subculture as well as the development of some governmental regulations, such 
as Title IX (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011). 
 Athletic Subculture. The early 1970’s marked the beginning of major changes to the athletic 
subculture.  In 1972, Title IX of the Education Amendments made discrimination based on gender illegal 
for any institution receiving federal funds. Prior to 1972, women’s athletic departments were considered 
physical education departments and were separate from men’s athletic departments (Shulman & Bowen, 
2001). Institutions that sponsored women intercollegiate sports were governed by the Association for 
Intercollegiate Athletics for Women (AIAW).  Title IX, an extension of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 that prohibited discriminations at institutions receiving federal funds based on race (Lohmann, 
1995), required that “both men and women have equal opportunity in sports” (Baker, 2000, p.6).  The call 
to universities to provide equal opportunities for women caused institutions to begin adding athletic 
programs for females.  
Following the enactment of Title IX, female sport participation in terms of the number of 
women’s teams being sponsored, increased annually, particularly when the NCAA began tracking sport 
sponsorship and participation rates in 1981-82 (Brown, 2012).   Across all three NCAA divisions (I, II, 
and III), female athletes represent 43% of all student-athletes participating in sports, an increase of 15% 
since the 1981-82 academic year (Brown, 2012). In 2012, 40% of all female athletes are participating at 
the NCAA Division I level (Brown, 2012).  Women’s basketball is the most popular sport, in terms of 
institutional sponsorship by an institution across time and currently leads all sports in sport sponsorship 
with 98.9% of all schools sponsoring a team (Acosta & Carpenter, 2012; Brown, 2012).  
While Title IX has been positive for increased sport sponsorship and participation, the same trend 
has not occurred for female head coaches.  In 1972, women held over 90% of the head coaching job 
positions for women sports teams (Acosta & Carpenter, 2012). In 1978, the year of mandatory 
compliance to Title IX, the percentage of female head coaches decreased to 58.2% (Acosta & Carpenter, 
2012).   Today, 42.9% of all women’s teams are led by female coaches; and 57.1 % of women’s teams are 
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led by male coaches (Acosta & Carpenter, 2012). These were not the only changes in the athletic 
subculture.  Questions about the role and expectations of coaches also sparked new controversy within the 
athletic subculture, leading to the enactment of NCAA legislation in 2008 that would “highlight the 
critical role coaches play in the development of their student-athletes athletically and academically” 
(Christianson, 2010, p.1).  
The 2008 NCAA legislation extended the Academic Reform Package passed in 2002, which 
increased initial eligibility standards for prospective student-athletes, established the graduation success 
rate (GSR), the academic progress rate (APR), and the incentives/disincentives program.  The graduation 
success rate is a method (developed by the NCAA) to account for student-athletes who transferred into 
the school and non-graduates who transferred out, but would have been eligible if they returned (i.e., 
student-athletes leaving early to pursue professional leagues NFL, NBA, MLB) (Wieberg, 2006). Under 
the new GSR, member institutions would not be penalized for the number of student-athletes that they 
transferred in or out as long as the student-athletes remained academically eligible when or if they 
transferred (“Defining academic reform, 2006). The GSR was the long-term outcome, while the APR was 
the real time snapshot of the team’s actual academic progress. According to NCAA officials, high GSR 
rates would be a result of consistently high APRs  and conversely low GSR rates would be a result of low 
APRs.  
The Academic Progress Rate (APR) is a retention and persistence indicator used to track 
satisfactory academic progress toward graduation.  The APR awards a member institution two points each 
semester for each student-athlete who remains both academically eligible based on the NCAA eligibility 
criteria and remain enrolled at the institution (“Defining academic reform”, 2006).  The total points are 
added up for each team and divided by the total points possible. Each team must make a minimum score 
of 925, which is equivalent to a 60 % GSR. Teams that do not meet the 925 APR are subject to penalties 
through the incentives/disincentives program. Penalties assessed could include loss of scholarships, loss 
of practice time, and loss of post-season competition. For coaches, this could mean loss of employment. 
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The approved reform of 2008 focused on head coaches by having the APRs for their respective teams 
attached to their personal records on a year-by-year basis, just like their win-loss records.  
In athletics, win/loss records determine coaches’ level of athletic success.  Win/loss records may 
be indicators of the coach’s knowledge of game specific strategies. Win/loss records may also be an 
indicator of the coach’s ability to effectively lead a team toward achieving specific goals. However, 
win/loss records do not necessarily determine the overall growth and athletic development of the student-
athlete. It is possible for a team to experience losses while the overall athletic development of the student-
athlete actually increases and vice versa. 
 Similar logic is being applied to the NCAA’s new policy aimed at attaching the team’s APRs to 
the head coach’s record as a measure of coach’s influence on student-athlete success.  However, the APR 
may reflect the type of support services available to student-athletes or the recruiting ability of the head 
coach.  As a matter of record, in many situations, a student-athlete’s first introduction to an institution is 
through a coach. Prior to matriculation in college, coaches can spend one to two years cultivating a 
potential student-athlete through phone calls, emails, letters and scouting.  Howard-Hamilton and Sina 
(2001) found that the cultivation process forges strong emotional ties between the student-athlete and the 
coach. According to the NCAA 2010 Growth, Opportunities, Aspirations, and Learning of Students in 
College (GOALS) study, 40 to 60 % of the respondents would not have chosen the same school if a 
different coach had been in place (Brown, 2011b). This strong bond with the coach is further reinforced 
once the student-athlete is on campus, as the coaches organize strict schedules for student-athletes around 
practices, games, team meetings, community service and study hours.  
College athletics is undergoing much scrutiny, and university administrators are reexamining 
coaches’ influence and their impact on athletics in higher education.  Recent reforms by the NCAA have 
placed more accountability for student-athlete success on the head coach, using the APR as the primary 
indicator. The APR is a persistence indicator that accounts for student-athlete continuous enrollment in 
school and eligibility for sport participation by tracking the academic progress of a student-athlete each 
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semester (Peter & McArdle, 2012). There are questions about using this progress indicator as a measure 
of the coaches’ influence on student-athlete success. 
Problem Statement 
While there are numerous verbal accounts of players who have expressed how much their coach 
impacted their lives, coaches’ influence has not been well defined, and there are questions of whether the 
APR is an adequate measure of coaches’ influence on student-athlete success. The APR does not calculate 
the actions of the coach that attribute to the success or lack of success of the student-athlete. In a national 
study of the experiences of student-athletes as students, Potuto and O’Hanlon (2007), found that 93.5 % 
of all student-athletes believed that their coaches were more concerned with their graduating than their 
professors were. Concern, however, does not equate to influence. There have only been a few studies that 
attempted to look at coaches’ influence: the GOALS study (Petr, Paskus, & Miranda, 2011) and the Study 
of College Outcomes and Recent Experiences (SCORE) study (Petr, Paskus, & Miranda, 2011). These 
studies examined issues relevant to the coach’s role in recruitment and college choice, ethical leadership, 
time spent with coach, academic experiences and social experiences. The GOALS and Score Study (Petr, 
Paskus, & Miranda, 2011) found that: 
• Men and women basketball players are most likely to tie school choice to the coach 
• Women basketball coaches were rated most poorly in ethical leadership 
• Division I women basketball players reported lower levels of trust for their coach 
• Men and women basketball players reported the highest levels of disrespectful behavior 
from their coaches. 
• Less support from the coach to earn a degree was cited as one of the factors contributing 
to a student-athlete not graduating. (Petr, Paskus, & Miranda, 2011) 
 
These results point to the direct impact that a coach can have on student-athlete success and the 
need for closer examination.  Further, the results of these studies suggest that coaches’ influence should 
be considered part of institutional resources.  The Student Success Model provides a conceptual 
framework to consider this thought. 
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Conceptual Framework 
 
 The Student Success Model, developed by Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges and Hayek (2006), 
was created to address the multiple definitions of the student success construct that exists in literature. 
Student success has been defined as not only in terms of traditional measures of academic achievement 
(college grades; credit hours earned in consecutive semesters) and degree attainment indicators 
(persistence, graduation), but also, post-graduation achievements (i.e., graduate school admission test 
scores, graduate and professional school enrollment and completion rates), performances in discipline 
specific areas (i.e. PRAXIS in education; CPA tests in accounting; Bar Exam in law) and post college 
employment and income. The breadth of definitions for student success and the various outcomes (see 
Table 1 for student success outcomes) linked to student success led the researchers to believe that the 
previous models were not suited to addressing a more diverse student population than existed during the 
development of previous models like Astin’s (1984) theory of involvement and Chickering and 
Gamson’s (1987) seven principles of good practices in undergraduate education.  
 The student engagement construct evolved from Astin’s (1984) theory of involvement and 
Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) seven principles of good practices in undergraduate education.  
According to Astin, student involvement refers to the amount of physical and psychological energy that a 
student devotes to the academic experience (Astin, 1984). Astin believed that the more involved a student 
was in the academic experience, the better chance the student would have achieving success in college. 
Astin’s theory provided one of the most comprehensive examinations of numerous variables of 
involvement like residence hall living, student- faculty interaction, peer interactions, athletic involvement 
(i.e. sport participation), honors program, and student government involvement (Astin, 1984).  
Chickering and Gamson (1987) developed a set of best practices based on the tenets of Astin’s 
(1984) theory of student involvement that colleges and universities use to bridge theory and practice. 
Chickering and Gamson’s seven principles for good practice (with emphasis on improving teaching and 
learning) in undergraduate education are: 
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1. Encourages contact between students and faculty 
2. Develops reciprocity and cooperation among students 
3. Encourages active learning 
4. Gives prompt feedback 
5. Emphasizes time on task      
6. Communicates high expectations 
7. Respects diverse talents and ways of learning.  (p.3) 
Many scholars use student engagement and involvement synonymously.  However, the terms are slightly 
different.  Involvement is “student-driven” and refers strictly to the time and effort a student devotes to 
the college experience. Engagement is both “student-driven” and “institution-driven” (Kuh, 2004). 
Student-driven refers to the amount of physical and psychological energy a student invests in the 
academic experience, and institution-driven refers to how a school uses its resources and “organizes the 
curriculum, other learning opportunities and support services to induce students to participate in activities 
that lead to the experiences and outcomes that constitute student success” (Kuh, 2004, p. 87).  Other slight 
differences between involvement and engagement are listed in Table 2.  Although the differences are 
slight, they are significant in differentiating one from the other. 
Table 2    
Differences between Involvement and Engagement 
 Involvement Engagement 
Definition Involvement refers to the amount of 
physical and psychological energy a 
student invests in the academic 
experience (Astin, 1984). 
Engagement refers to the amount of physical and 
physiological energy students devote to the 
college experience and the use of the school’s 
resources through the curriculum, learning 
opportunities, and support services that lead to 
experiences and outcomes that constitute student 
success (Hu, 2011). 
Purpose Connecting practice and outcomes Assessment, accountability, and transparency of 
institutions and its resources. 
Unit of 
Analysis 
Student Institution and Resources 
Unit of Time on Task NSSE Engagement Scale 
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Measure -Level of Academic Challenge 
-Active and Collaborative Learning 
-Student/Faculty interaction 
-Engagement in Educational Purposeful activities 
- Supportive Campus Environment 
 
 When examining Table 2, we find that involvement emphasizes measurement of student 
behaviors with the intent to connect theory and practice by providing specific data on student behaviors 
that lead to student success.  Engagement emphasizes assessment of institutional policies, practices and 
resources that will help institutions create environments that lead to student success.  
 The Student Success Model thus addresses the limitations of both Astin (1984) and Chickering 
and Gamson (1987) with regard to the student engagement construct while also addressing issues of 
student departure. Tinto’s (1993) theory of student departure, states that students must first separate from 
their group of association (i.e., family, high school peers, etc.) before they can fully transition into the 
college experience.  During the transition, students try to successfully integrate into the academic and 
social systems of the university.  Students who successfully integrate have a greater chance of persisting, 
which serves as an indicator of student success. The concept of integration is very similar and has also 
been used synonymously with involvement and engagement; however, it is not the same.  Integration 
refers to the student’s ability to fully adopt a new set of values, standards and experiences (academic and 
social) that lead to success in college (Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). Failure to fully embrace 
these new standards (i.e., integration) could result in the student’s departure from college. As a result, the 
Student Success Model is built on the strengths of the work of Astin, Chickering and Gamson, and Tinto. 
The model addresses pre-college experiences, barriers to full engagement in the college experience and 
post college outcomes.  According to the Student Success Model, student engagement is at the center of 
the college experience (see Figure 1). Student engagement is considered the pathway to student success 
(Hu, 2011). 
 
 
 
  
Figure 1 
 
What Matters to Student Success   
 
Figure 1. Student Success Framework. Reprinted from “What Matters to Student Success: A review of the Literature ,” by G.D. 
Kuh, J. Kinzie, J. A. Buckley, B. K. Bridges, and J.
Postsecondary Student-Success: Spearheading a Dialog on Student Success, p.8. Copyright 2006 by the National Postsecondary 
Education Cooperative. Reprinted with permission.
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coaches’ influence (Kuh, 2004, p.87). A coach, similar to a faculty member or advisor, would fall into 
this category, thus making it easier to determine whether coaches’ influence is an indicator of student 
athlete success. There are also other elements within the athletic subculture that are unique to athletics 
only.  Comeaux and Harrison (2011), for example, in their study of student-athletes and academic 
success, found that the athletic subculture within the college experience has been deemed to have a 
negative impact on the college experience for the student-athlete.  
Athletic subculture. The athletic subculture, also known as the intercollegiate athletic experience, 
is defined by very strict practice schedules, excessive travel for competition, and high expectations due to 
the high profile nature of sports.  Astin (1984) found that students involved in sports had a much different 
college experience from non-athletes, with one key difference being time demands. According to Bowen 
and Levin (2003), student-athletes expended twice as much energy on their sport as other extracurricular 
groups such as performing arts clubs, the student newspaper club, fraternities and sororities, student 
government association (SGA) and honors program (Adler & Adler, 1985; Aries, McCarthy & Salovey, 
2004). Astin (1984) also noted that students involved in athletics and honors program were very similar in 
their patterns of involvement. Both groups tended to be isolated from their peers due to intense 
involvement in sport for athletes and in studies for honors students (Adler & Adler, 1985; Astin, 1984; 
Pascarella, Truckenmiller, Nora, Terenzini, Edison, & Hagedorn , 1999;  Shulman & Bowen, 2001). 
Despite being isolated from interactions with diverse student peers, Hildenbrand, Sanders, Too-Good and 
Benton (2009) found that students involved in sports had a better chance of graduating than non-athletes.  
The implication is that being involved in sports is considered a first step to becoming engaged. As Hu 
(2011) stated, student engagement is a key factor in student success and is considered the pathway to 
student success. If this is true, it is safe to say that the more engaged a student or student-athlete is in his 
/her college experience, the better chance he/she has at persisting and graduating. Based on the definition 
of engagement provided in Table 2, an involved student would be considered engaged based on 
interactions with various institutional constituencies such as the faculty, staff and administrators and their 
use of university resources such as the first year experience and academic support services.  It is, 
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therefore, possible for a student to be involved and not engaged. The literature on athletic involvement, 
which are referred to as sport participation for the remainder of this study, has led to different conclusions 
in the literature regarding its impact on student-athlete success.  
Sport participation is synonymous with Astin’s qualifier called “athletic involvement”. According 
to Astin, students’ participation in sports or athletic involvement, is positively associated with 
“satisfaction in affective outcomes like:  the institution’s academic reputation, the intellectual 
environment, student friendships, and institutional administration” (Astin, 1984, p.525).  However, early 
studies found a negative relationship between sport participation and student-athlete academic success 
(i.e. grades and graduation rates) (Adler & Adler, 1985;Maloney & McCormick, 1993, Pascarella, et al., 
1995; Pascarella, et al., 1999); while more recent studies examining the relationship between sport 
participation and student engagement and affective outcomes of student success have found more positive 
results (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011; Gaston-Gayles, 2009; Gaston-Gayles & Hu, 2009a; “National 
College Athletic Association,” 2008; Potuto & O’Hanlon, 2006; Symonds, 2009; Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, 
& Hannah, 2006). However, none of these studies has been able to clearly define coaches’ influence nor 
addresses how coaches’ influence plays a role in student-athlete success. 
Barnes’ Model of Student Athlete Success consists of four major factors: pre-college 
characteristics, the college experience, the intercollegiate athletic experience, and post college outcomes.   
Student engagement is at the center of the model, with student-driven factors and institution-driven 
conditions on either side.  Pre-college experience factors in this model include demographics (gender, 
ethnicity, academic ability (h.s. grade point average; ACT/SAT score), as well as predictors of 
achievement. Research shows that “the overall best predictor of academic success in college is a 
combination of high school core courses and college prep test scores” (NCAA Academic Reform, 2010). 
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Figure 2  
 
Barnes’ Model for Student-Athlete Success 
 
When examining the college experience, student engagement is placed at the center with student- 
driven behaviors and institution-driven conditions on either side. This conceptualization is consistent with 
student engagement theory that says that engagement is a combination of both student behaviors and 
institutional resources (Kuh, 2004).  Within the college experience, I have placed the intercollegiate 
athletic experience. As suggested in the literature, a student participating in sports is considered to be 
engaged in a unique athletic subculture that is part of the college experience for athletes. As a result, the 
intercollegiate experience is represented by a circle within the college experience and includes the main 
variable for this study - coaches’ influence. 
Barnes’ Model of Student –Athlete Success suggests that the coaches’ influence variable is 
categorized as an institution-driven condition consisting of three elements. The first element is “quality of 
the player/coach relationship.”  This element of the coaches’ influence variable provides an avenue for 
determining the intensity of the player/coach relationship by examining the amount of time the student-
athlete spends with the head coach outside of athletic activities such as practices and games and coaches’ 
characteristics that reflect the coach’s intent to establish a good rapport with the student-athlete. The 
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second element is “satisfaction with the head coach.”  This element of the coaches’ influence variable is 
defined as such: the level of comfort and agreement with the head coach’s actions are congruent with the 
student-athlete’s expectations. The third element of the coaches’ influence variable is the head coaches’ 
encouragement of student-athlete participation in educationally purposeful activities.  This element 
describes the coaches’ involvement in promoting or not-promoting student-athlete engagement in 
effective educational experiences and academic experiences. According to Kuh (2004), educationally 
purposeful activities are the diverse academic and educational experiences identified through prior 
research (i.e. participating in community service/volunteer work; having serious conversations with 
diverse peers who differ ethnically, economically, etc.), which are linked to desired outcomes of college.  
These three elements comprise the coaches’ influence variable. 
Barnes’ Model of Student –Athlete Success also suggests that campus climate impacts student 
engagement.  Campus climate refers to the level of academic and social support (i.e. tutoring, counseling, 
etc.) available to student-athletes at the institution. This support may include relationships with peers, 
faculty, staff/administrators and assistant coaches. APR/GSR reports have shown that schools with fewer 
resources for academic support have observed that their athletic teams struggle to meet the APR/GSR 
standards (Metcalf, 2012).   
Effective engagement will provide the path to student-athlete success through successful 
attainment of one or more of the post college outcomes, which are indicators of success. Barnes’ Model 
of Student-Athlete Success includes post college outcomes that are indicators of student-athlete success; 
persistence which refers to the students’ continuous enrollment in college; graduation, which refers to 
completion of all degree requirements that result in the issuance of a diploma; academic achievement, 
which refers to achievement of a high grade point average; and, personal and social development which 
refers to character development of moral, ethical and emotional growth. 
Barnes’ Model of Student-Athlete Success includes both cognitive and affective outcomes 
because there is the implication that sport participation also impacts affective development, even though 
empirical support for this claim is limited (Bredemier & Shields, 2009; Sage, 1998;). Some believe that 
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sport participation can have positive benefits with proper planning and efforts for character education 
(Bredemier & Shields, 2006). In 1994, the NCAA implemented a program that would support the total 
development of student-athletes called the CHAMPS/ Life Skills program. CHAMPS stands for 
Challenging Athlete’s Minds for Personal Success. The program is geared toward developing affective 
outcomes like character, integrity, and leadership skills of student-athletes.  Similarly, variables like 
sportsmanship, loyalty, dedication, and teamwork positively affect affective development (Hosick, 2010).  
The inclusion of both cognitive and affective outcomes is appropriate for this model. This framework 
conceptualizes the ability to operationalize “coaches’ influence” as an institutional resource that may or 
may not impact student-athlete success. 
Importance of the Study 
Even prominent higher education officials acknowledge that coaches are the single most 
important variable in student-athlete success and development. However, there remains a lack of literature 
documenting coaches’ influence.  Former Chancellor Gordon Gee of Vanderbilt University acknowledged 
that coaches play an essential role in character development (Eberhardt, 2006). According to Colgate 
University President, Rebecca Chopp, “Coaches can have enormous influence on the character 
development of students” (Dalton, 2006a, p. 2). President of Berea College, Larry Shinn cites the 
intensity of the athletic experience and the amount of time spent with coaches as important factors 
influencing the affective development of student-athletes (Dalton, 2006b). The results of the present study 
will be useful in terms of assisting university administrators with considering the impact of coaches’ 
influence to ensure that student-athletes receive the proper guidance needed to develop both academically 
and socially. Failure to adequately engage student-athletes would mean a failure of the higher education 
system, which could ultimately place more underprepared citizens in society. The study may yield some 
best practices to be shared with coaches to inform existing methods for enhancing student athlete success, 
and as an evaluative indicator to determine the overall success of the coach. Results from this study may 
have a significant impact on the coaches’ ability to better understand the relationship that exists between 
  
 18 
their influence and student-athlete success. This is important because coaches are educators. While there 
are expectations for the sport teams to have athletic success, the overall mission of the higher education is 
to equip students with knowledge that will help them grow and eventually earn a degree.  
Purpose of the Study 
 
Over the past 29 years, the NCAA has come under major scrutiny from public and private sectors 
regarding its intense policy reforms addressing student-athlete recruitment (academic eligibility 
standards), persistence (satisfactory-academic progress toward degree standards), graduation (graduation 
rate standards) and more recently coaches’ influence (Head Coach Academic Progress Rate [APR] 
Portfolio). The present study was developed to better describe coaches’ influence and determine if a 
relationship between coaches’ influence and student engagement exists. 
Research Questions 
 
Using Barnes’ Student-Athlete Success Framework, the following research questions guided the 
study: 
1. What are the institution-driven conditions (of Barnes’ Model of Student –Athlete Success) that 
exist within the intercollegiate athletic experience? 
2. Is there a relationship between coaches’ influence and student-athlete levels of engagement in  
educationally purposeful activities?  
3. Is coaches’ influence related to student-athlete levels of engagement in educationally purposeful 
activities when controlling for campus climate?    
Barnes’ framework suggests that coaches’ influence and campus climate are institution driven conditions 
that may or may not impact engagement. The model suggests that a relationship between coaches’ 
influence and student-athlete engagement, implies an indirect link with post college outcomes which are 
indicative of student-athlete success (persistence, graduation, academic achievement and personal and 
social development).   
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Hypotheses 
The current study tested three hypotheses: 
H1. There are no institution-driven conditions (of Barnes’ Model of Student –Athlete Success) that exist 
within the intercollegiate athletic experience 
H2. There is no relationship between coaches’ influence and student-athlete levels of engagement in 
educationally purposeful activities. 
H3.  Coaches’ influence is not related to student-athlete levels of engagement in educationally purposeful 
activities when controlling for campus climate. 
Delimitations of the Study 
 
This study is delimited by its focus on the student-athlete’s perception and experiences with the 
head coach. When examining experiences, the person being impacted is best qualified to share her 
experiences of the impact of variables like a head coach or institution. This is consistent with other studies 
examining student engagement research emphasizing the importance of surveys that address what 
meaning the student-athlete is making of various interactions in the college experience. 
This study is also delimited by its focus on student-athletes’ engagement with the head coaches 
only.  Since the APR metric is being attached to the head coach, it makes sense to delimit the study in this 
manner.  There are typically multiple assistant coaches on each team, compared to one head coach. 
Delimiting the focus to the head coach only ensured the student-athlete participants were not confused 
about which coach to evaluate. Also, this study did not examine the student-driven behaviors affecting 
engagement. The study assumed that the student-athletes who completed the survey were motivated and 
wanted to achieve success. The study also assumed that the student-athlete participants met minimum 
academic criteria to receive an athletic scholarship, thus deeming them academically capable of 
completing a college degree within six years based on NCAA academic eligibility standards (H. S. GPA 
in selected core courses and ACT/SAT scores).  
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The next delimitation is the study’s focus on student-athletes competing in women's basketball 
only. The sport of women's basketball is the most popular for sport participation by female student-
athletes (Acosta & Carpenter, 2012).  Due to Title IX, the women's basketball coaching profession has 
seen the most drastic changes in gender composition.  Most recent studies report that issues concerning 
ethical leadership have been found to be most prevalent with head women basketball coaches (Brown, 
2011b). 
 The final delimitation was use of the NCAA Division I (NCAA DI) classification because the 
NCAA has a total of three divisions (i.e. Division II & Division III).  The NCAA DI classification is the 
only Division in which the APRs and GSR scores are applicable.  The NCAA DI classification is also the 
only division of the NCAA in which the APRs being attached to the performance of the head coach. 
Limitations of the Study 
 
 The proposed study presents a couple of limitations.  The first limitation is that the data are self-
reported. The second limitation is access. The author set out to survey student-athletes who had very busy 
schedules.  Gaining access and commitment from the coach and teams to participate was challenging.  
Another limitation grew out of the decision to delimit the focus on the head coaches of student-athletes 
participating in Division I women's basketball.  This decision limited the generalizability of the study to 
other sports as well as other NCAA division classifications, other four-year athletic associations (i.e., 
National Association for Intercollegiate Athletics - NAIA; National Christian College Athletic 
Association - NCCAA) and the two-year national athletic associations (i.e., National Junior College 
Athletic Association - NJCAA).  The study was also limited in its generalizability to head coaches and 
student-athletes participating in male sports. These limitations are addressed in the methodology chapter. 
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Definition of Terms 
 
 This section provides an overview of terms being used in this study.  Some terms are specific to 
the study and may be ambiguous to the reader. As a result, the definition of terms below are intended to 
clarify the terms. 
Academic achievement – refers to an accomplishment of a GPA. Above average 3.0 & above, Average  
2.0-2.99, below average 1.9 & below   
APR – stands for Academic Progress Rate. According to annual NCAA reports, APR is a persistence 
indicator used by the NCAA to monitor student-athlete continuous enrollment in school and eligibility for 
sport participation. 
Athletic Involvement – is a term coined by Alexander Astin to describe student participation in sport; 
synonym is sport participation. 
Campus Climate   -- refers to the quality of relationships with peers, faculty/staff, administrators and 
assistant coaches and level of academic and social support provided to student-athletes by the institution 
(i.e., tutoring, counseling, etc.). 
Coaches’ Influence – refers to an institution-driven condition that is comprised of three components: 
the quality of the relationship player/coach relationship,  player satisfaction with the coach, and the 
coach’s level of encouragement of student-athlete participation in educationally purposeful activities. 
Educationally purposeful activities - refers to the diverse academic and educational experiences 
identified through prior research (i.e., that are linked to desired outcomes of college) (Kuh, 2004). 
Educationally purposeful activities were characterized in this study by the two subscales of the Student 
Engagement Construct (Engagement Academic Subscale and Engagement Diversity Subscale) of the 
Student Athlete Perception of Coaches’ Influence on Student Engagement and Student-Athlete Success 
Survey (SAPCISESASS).    
Graduation – refers to completion of all degree requirements that result in the issuance of a diploma. 
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GSR – stands for Graduation Success Rate. According to annual NCAA reports, GSR is an indicator used 
by the NCAA to monitor the percentage of student-athletes who graduate within a 6-year period. The 
measure only includes student-athletes who receive athletic scholarships. 
Persistence – refers to continuous enrollment in college. 
Sport Participation – refers to being involved in a competitive sports team; also referred to as athletic 
involvement by Alexander Astin. 
Student Engagement (also know as Engagement)– refers to the level of participation in educationally 
purposeful activities contributing to overall student success 
Student athlete success – refers to achievement of cognitive (persistence, graduation, academic 
achievement) and affective outcomes (personal and social development). 
Organization of the Study 
This manuscript is divided into five chapters. Chapter two, the literature review, provides a 
historical overview of the reforms of the NCAA and how they have impacted the research agenda 
impacting student-athlete success. Chapter three, the methodology, outlines the design of the study. 
Chapter four, the results, provides results of the study. Chapter five, the discussion, provides 
interpretations and discussion of the results. 
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
 
Tell me and I forget. Teach me and I remember. Involve me and I learn 
Benjamin Franklin 
 
The purpose of this literature review is to provide a historical account of how NCAA policies 
aimed at examining coaches’ influence came into existence. This review also chronicles the empirical 
literature that has informed NCAA policy discussion and changes. In this chapter, NCAA policies have 
been broken down into three separate sections (organizational accountability, institutional accountability, 
individual accountability) in which the policy is discussed, followed by a concurrent review of the 
literature that either influenced the policy or inspired a new direction for NCAA policy.  The final section 
makes a compelling argument for the need for this study. 
Student-athlete success outcomes have been narrowly defined as maintaining eligibility to 
compete (persistence) and achieving a bachelor’s degree (graduation).  More recent studies have 
expanded the student-athlete success focus to include non-cognitive variables (i.e., attitudes, values, 
beliefs).  In the holistic examination of student-athlete success, non-cognitive variables are just as 
important as cognitive variables (Astin, 1993; Pascarallea, et al., 1995; Pascarella, et al., 1999; Wolniak, 
Pierson & Pascarella, 2001).  The engagement patterns of student-athletes in the college experience have 
proven to be an adequate measure for examining non-cognitive variables (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011; 
Gaston-Gayles, 2009; Gaston-Gayles & Hu, 2009a; “National College Athletic Association,” 2008; 
Potuto & O’Hanlon, 2006; Symonds, 2009; Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 2006).  Furthermore, 
engagement has also been found to impact student-athlete success outcomes. 
 Since student-athlete success is defined as persistence and graduation, it is important to 
take a look at the historical significance of how the policies created by the NCAA have impacted 
changes in the definition of student-athlete success as well as the different factors that have been 
found to affect student-athlete success both negatively and positively.  In October 2011, the 
  
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) announced that graduation rates for Division I 
athletes had reached a record high of 82 
academic policy reforms (Grasgreen, 2011).  The number of Division I athletes for the year 
totaled 169,037 out of 444,077 student 
NCAA intercollegiate athletics (Brown 2011a; Irick, 2011).  According to the NCAA, in
eligibility standards of the academic policy reform movement are 
recent success.  These policies have driven the various research agendas that continue to provide 
greater clarity regarding the complexities of student
this cycle in Figure 3 below.   
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Figure 3 illustrates the cycle of reform and research over the past 34 years. It depicts problems- 
organizational accountability, institutional accountability, and individual accountability – which have 
punctuated the student-athlete success reform efforts across recent history.  Each problem has resulted in 
a policy-driven reform that has inspired further research.  The research has provided a better perspective 
to clarify the problem, and has usually unearthed another problem. Predictably, the newly identified 
problem requires more research, which initiates another set of policy reforms. As illuminated in Figure 3, 
the cyclical nature of this process suggests that in each cycle, research continues to illuminate the path to 
the ideal. 
The cycle of reform and research on student-athlete success is divided into three eras. As is 
depicted above in the first cycle, student-athlete success was examined in terms of organizational 
accountability based on policy reforms that emerged during Era 1.  Era 1 is characterized by 
organizational accountability, the expectation that the governing body or organization (i.e., NCAA) that 
sets the academic eligibility policies and standards, be responsible for student-athlete success. During the 
second cycle, research illuminated problems linked to institutional accountability, which refers to the 
expectations that member institutions (colleges & universities) of the NCAA organization be responsible 
for student-athlete success. The policy reforms (i.e. satisfactory academic progress) passed in Era 2 were 
passed to specifically handle issues of institutional accountability for student-athlete success.  As 
institutions implemented policy reforms for enhancing student-athlete success, further research 
implicated individual accountability of those working in institutions as impacting student-athlete 
success.  As a result, the new policy reforms of Era 3 were enacted to hold individuals guiding athletics 
(i.e., head coaches) accountable for student-athlete success.  In the spirit of the cycle, more research is 
needed to examine the new policy on accountability for head coaches and whether or not coaches impact 
student-athlete success. 
This literature review provides a historical overview of the policy reforms and research agendas 
from 1970 to 2012 that have led to the examination of the impact of the head coaches on student-athlete 
success. 
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PROBLEM ONE: Organizational Accountability 
 
NCAA Academic Reform Policy Development Part 1. Beginning in the 1950’s to the mid-1980’s, 
public perception of the NCAA was very negative due to continuing scandals and low academic 
standards. The West Point test cheating scandal of 1951 entailed members of the football team getting 
caught distributing academic information to other players in hopes of helping them become academically 
eligible to play (Covell & Barr, 2001). The William and Mary scandal of 1951 involved members of the 
athletics department modifying high school transcripts to get students admitted and football players 
getting grades for courses they never attended (Gosnell, 1990). There were also questions about athlete 
graduation rates, student-athletes betting and wagering on amateur games, as well as loss of control by the 
NCAA and college presidents only magnified the increasingly complicated challenges faced by the 
NCAA (Lederman, 1991b).  The NCAA was headed toward insurmountable trouble if it did not come up 
with more solid accountability measures to reinforce its commitment to student-athlete success.  
The NCAA’s first attempt at monitoring academic eligibility and success for student-athletes 
came in 1965 (Suggs, 1999).  The NCAA established a rule that determined athletic eligibility to receive 
an athletic scholarship to participate in intercollegiate athletics based on whether a student-athlete was 
expected to earn at least a 1.6 grade point average (GPA) (Newman & Miller, 1994).  Individual 
institutions were responsible for regulating eligibility at their institutions. However, “GPA predictions for 
each university were profoundly different for each institution,” (Mondello, 2000, p. 130).  While the 
establishment of academic standards was a positive step in the right direction, the policy still needed more 
work.  The lack of uniformity across the different institutions led them to abolish the 1.6 rule in 1971 thus 
increasing the external scrutiny from critics of the NCAA. 
In 1982, the American Council on Education (ACE) Ad Hoc Committee on the Problems of 
Major Intercollegiate Athletic programs, chaired by Harvard President Derek Bok, responded to the 
external pressures by producing Proposition 48, which is still considered one of the most significant 
legislations passed to address the academic eligibility shortfalls of the NCAA ("The crisis in 
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intercollegiate athletics a report by a panel of retired college presidents", 1990).    In 1983, the NCAA 
implemented Proposition 48.  Proposition 48, often called “Prop 48” established more stringent academic 
criteria for student-athletes entering college.  Prop 48 would require “incoming athletes to score a 
combined total of at least 700 on the SAT and maintain a 2.0 GPA in at least 11 high school core courses 
to be eligible to play as freshmen” (Clark, Horton, & Alford, p. 162, 1986).  Although this legislation 
pointed member institutions in the right direction, there were still those in opposition to Prop 48, based on 
the premise that Prop 48 would disadvantage black athletes ("The crisis in intercollegiate athletics a report 
by a panel of retired college presidents", 1990).  This was due to negative research findings regarding the 
use of traditional variables as the only predictors for determining eligibility for college academic success.  
Research on Predictors of College Academic Success. The research produced in Era 1 was critical 
of the use of traditional variables like ACT/SAT scores as predictors of academic success in college. 
According to Tracey and Sedlacek (1984, 1985), non-cognitive variables were better predictors of 
minority student academic success.  Tracey and Sedlacek’s 1984 study examined a sample of entering 
freshman over a period of four years using the Non-Cognitive Questionnaire (NCQ).  Tracey and 
Sedlacek (1984, 1985) developed the NCQ to assess non-cognitive dimensions (See Table 3.) associated 
with minority student academic success. 
Table 3 
Non-Cognitive Dimensions of the NCQ developed by Tracey and Sedlacek (1984,1985) 
Dimension Description 
Positive Self-Concept or Confidence Strong self-feeling, strength of character. 
Determination, independence 
Realistic Self-Appraisal Especially academic. Recognizes and accepts any 
deficiencies and works hard at self-development. 
Recognizes need to broaden his/her individuality. 
Understands and Deals with Racism Realist based upon personal experience of racism.  
Is committed to fighting to improve existing 
system.  Not submissive to existing wrongs, not 
hostile to society, nor a “cop-out.”  Able to handle 
racist system. Asserts school role to fight racism. 
Prefers Long-Range Goals to Short-Term or 
Immediate Needs 
Able to respond to deferred gratification 
Availability of Strong Support Person To whom to turn in crises 
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Successful Leadership Experience In any area pertinent to his or her background ( e.g. 
gang leader, sports, non-educational groups). 
Community Involvement Has involvement n his or her cultural community 
Knowledge Acquired in a Field Unusual and/or culturally related ways of obtaining 
information and demonstrating knowledge. Field 
itself may be nontraditional 
 
They found that the NCQ was a valid predictor of first semester and third semester GPA for both whites 
and blacks, above and beyond SAT scores (Tracey and Sedlacek, 1984, 1985).   
Sedlacek and Adams-Gaston (1992) extended the work of Tracey and Sedlacek, by using the 
NCQ to assess academic success of student-athletes.  Sedlacek and Adams-Gaston (1992) administered 
the NCQ to all incoming freshman athletes at a NCAA Division I eastern university.  The findings 
support Tracey and Sedlacek (1984, 1985) that non-cognitive variables were better predictors of 
academics success for student-athletes than the SAT scores.  They even suggested that due to the unique 
culture and set of experiences that are common to minority groups, (i.e. prejudice, discrimination, 
negative stereotypes, etc.) that student-athletes should be considered non-traditional students (Sedlacek & 
Adams-Gaston, 1992).   
Petrie and Russell (1995) sought to broaden the research on other non-cognitive variables, with 
emphasis on life stress and trait anxiety.  They administered the Life Event Survey for Collegiate Athletes 
and the Sport Competition Anxiety Test (Adult) to minority and non-minority player from two major 
public universities.  Life stress and competitive trait anxiety were unrelated to academic performance for 
minority athletes. Petrie and Russell (1995) also found that the use of the ACT was a predictor for 
academic performance (GPA), where as no relationship between the two variables for non-minority 
student-athletes.  Overall the research supported the notion of the use of non-cognitive variables in 
predicting academic success for non-minority student-athletes.  Eiche, Sedlacek and Adams-Gaston 
(1997) replicated the Sedlacek and Adams-Gaston study of 1992 on a sample of freshman athletes at a 
NCAA Division I mid-Atlantic university.  They found additional support for the use of non-cognitive 
variables in predicting minority academic success. 
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 There was a general consensus for Era 1 that non-cognitive variables were better predictors of 
academic success for minority students and student-athletes (Eiche, Sedlacek, & Adams-Gaston, 1997; 
Petrie & Russell, 1995; Sedlacek & Adams-Gaston, 1992;Tracey and Sedlacek, 1984,1985).  However, 
the studies only examined the experiences of minorities at predominately white institutions.  The majority 
of the studies examined freshmen student-athletes only and represented student-athletes from all sport 
types, except the Petrie & Russell, 1995 study which examined only football players. Research was clear 
that policies with a high emphasis on standardized test scores were deemed negative predictors of 
academic success for minority student-athletes, creating a significant disadvantage to sports with high 
minority participation like Division I football (45.8%), men’s basketball (60.9%) and women’s basketball 
(51%). Prop 48 emphasized initial eligibility criteria for freshmen but failed to address the academic 
progress of those student-athletes who were enrolled as upperclassmen.  Consequently, academic progress 
of upperclassmen became the NCAA’s next problem to tackle.  
PROBLEM TWO: Institutional Accountability 
NCAA Academic Reform Policy Development Part 2.  The NCAA regained control by setting 
new standards that would ensure student-athlete success. However, they would need the help of member 
institutions to implement these standards thereby sharing accountability for student-athlete success. In  
1992 convention would see several policies aimed at analyzing the effects of Prop 48, and toughening 
academic standards (Lederman, 1991b).  The proposal known as Proposition 16 introduced two new 
criteria for elevating the current academic criteria.  The first part of Proposition 16 spearheaded the 
concept of the GPA/SAT Score Sliding Scale (which is still a current measurement for initial eligibility) 
(Lederman, 1991a).  The GPA/SAT Sliding Scale would be used only for initial eligibility.  The other 
part of Proposition 16 introduced satisfactory progress as a method for measuring continuing eligibility 
(persistence) of those student-athletes identified as upperclassmen (Lederman, 1991b).  Upperclassmen in 
their third year must have finished 25 % of the required courses for their degree; 50 % by the fourth year; 
and 75 % by their fifth year (Suggs, 2004). Prop 16 would go into effect in 1996. 
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In 2002, the Academic Reform Package was revised to continue its emphasis on increased initial 
eligibility standards for prospective student-athletes, and the establishment of the graduation success rate 
(GSR), the academic progress rate (APR), and the incentives/disincentives program. The new initial 
eligibility standards for prospective student-athletes would see another increase in core courses.  The 
criteria set forth by the NCAA states that a student-athlete must complete 14 core courses (as opposed to 
previous legislation that required student-athletes to complete only 13 core courses) and earn a qualifying 
SAT/ACT score based on the Core GPA/Test Score Sliding Scale Index.   
Graduation Success Rate (GSR). The new graduation success rate (GSR) is the second part of the 
NCAA’s attempt to monitor student-athlete success.  Previously, the NCAA relied on a federally 
computed rate that was used between 1984 and 1995.  The federal rate was inadequate because it failed to 
include transfers into the school, and to count all student-athletes who left as non-graduates (Wieberg, 
2006). The new GSR was an alternate method (developed by the NCAA) to account for these 
shortcomings. Under the new GSR, the number of student-athletes that member institutions transferred in 
or out will not penalize institutions as long as the student-athletes are academically eligible when or if 
they transfer to another institution ("Defining academic reform", 2006).   The NCAA’s GSR only 
included student-athletes of participating member institutions. 
Academic Progress Rate (APR).  The NCAA defines the newly established academic progress 
rate (APR) as “ the fulcrum upon which the academic-reform structure rests” ("Defining academic 
reform", 2006).  The APR awards each member institution two points each semester for student-athletes 
who remain academically eligible based on the NCAA eligibility criteria, as well as for those who remain 
with the institution ("Defining academic reform", 2006).  The total points are added up for each team and 
divided by the total points possible.  Each team must make a minimum score of 925, which is equivalent 
to a 60 % GSR.  Teams that do not meet the 925 APR will be subject to penalties as described by the 
incentives/disincentives program. 
Incentives/Disincentives Program. The newest addition to the Academic Reform Program is the 
incentives/ disincentives program.  This particular part of the program takes a huge step toward a more 
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significant accountability measure by “penalizing those athletic programs that fail to meet established 
requirements for educational progress” (Christianson, 2004, p. 1), as well as awarding those member 
institutions that do meet established requirements (Christianson, 2004). The incentives/disincentives 
program consists of two kinds of penalties: contemporaneous penalties (i.e. loss of scholarships) and 
historical penalties (i.e., practice, recruiting, and financial aid restrictions; post-season bans; restricted 
NCAA membership status) ("Defining academic reform", 2006). The shift in policy sparked research 
inquiry from predictors of academic success in college to variables that may be impacting the student’s 
ability to progress satisfactorily. Research revealed that once student-athletes arrived at the institution, 
they were faced with a myriad of challenges that impacted their ability to persist and graduate – mainly 
their participation in sport. 
Research inspired by NCAA Academic Reform Policy.   
Sport Participation and Cognitive Variables.  Research inspired by the second set of reforms 
investigated how participation in sport impacted student-athlete success.  Initial studies examined sport 
participation on cognitive variables like cumulative GPA, reading comprehension, mathematics and credit 
hours earned.  Overall, studies indicated a negative relationship between sport participation and cognitive 
variables (Adler & Adler, 1985; Aries, McCarthy, Salovey & Banai, 2004; Maloney & McCormick, 
1993; Pascarella et al., 1995; Pascarella, et al., 1999; Scott, et al., 2008; Shulman & Bowen, 2001).  
In 1985, Adler and Adler found that a negative relationship existed between athletic participation 
and academic achievement. This study was important because it marked the first ever “systematic 
participant-observation” study of college athletes (Adler & Adler, 1985).  The qualitative study examined 
the classroom, social, and athletic experiences of student-athletes and how those experiences impacted 
their academic attitudes, goals, and involvement and ability to graduate. The sample for this study was a 
men’s basketball team at a NCAA Division I University, which was observed from 1980-1984. In-depth 
interviews were conducted over the four years. While the results of this study were not generalizable to 
the general population, the researchers were able to identify a number of variables that were negatively 
impacting the academic achievement of the student-athletes. Adler and Adler noted that the change in the 
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sport from recreation to occupation was a difficult obstacle to which some student-athletes had to adjust. 
This was exacerbated by increased time demands in the sport (practices, conditioning, etc.).  Fatigue from 
practices was also cited as another issue for the student-athletes. Furthermore, the student-athletes were 
not involved in the class scheduling and advising process. Most of the coaches handled these functions for 
them. As a result, student-athletes were not as invested in their own academic success. The athletes were 
also geographically isolated from the rest of campus. The study however only examined one men’s 
basketball program at a highly successful NCAA DI school.   
Maloney and McCormick (1993) conducted a study at Clemson University, a NCAA Division I 
program, that examined the role of sport participation on academic achievement. Their study was slightly 
different from Adler and Adler (1985) in that they included the course grades of athletes from all sports 
(not just men’s basketball) from 1985-1989 and they expanded the sample to include 10 sports from one 
NCAA DI school.  Student-athlete success was defined as grade point average (GPA). The model 
attempted to account for other variables not considered in the Adler study, like pre-college characteristics 
(e.g. high school rank, high school size, GPA, and SAT scores), time demands of in-season versus out-of- 
season effects, revenue versus non-revenue generating sports. Maloney and McCormick concluded that a 
negative relationship existed for revenue sports of football and men’s basketball only on low academic 
achievement. Maloney and McCormick (1993) also attributed low academic achievement to weaker pre-
college academic credentials (low GPA/SAT scores). In this study, student-athletes, who fit this criterion, 
appeared to do worse.  The effect was most impactful during the in-season. Similarly, Scott, Paskus, 
Miranda, Petr and McArdle (2008) conducted a series of three studies to examine the time demands of in- 
season vs. out-of-season effects on the academic performance (GPA/credit hours earned) of over 65,000 
student-athletes from NCAA Division I, II, and III.  They concluded that student-athletes perform better 
academically out-of-season vs. in-season.  One exception to this was women basketball players performed 
better in-season on GPA, but earned less credit hours in-season.  Shulman and Bowen (2001) found that 
time demands of sport participation negatively impacted academic performance (GPA) of student – 
athletes, as compared to non-athletes and other students with similar time commitments (i.e., SGA, 
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student newspaper, band, etc.) in their study.  Their sample consisted of academically selective schools 
form NCAA Division I and III.  Hildenbrand, Sanders, Leslie-Toogood and Benton (2009) examined 
records of athletes over a four year period between 1993-1997.  Like Maloney and McCormick (1993), 
they were able to take into account pre-college demographic variables (ACT/HS GPA, Sex, Race, etc.). 
Unlike Maloney and McCormick, the sample included both athletes and non-athletes.  Their measure for 
academic performance included both GPA, graduation, semesters prior to graduation and semesters prior 
to drop out.  Overall their findings were contrary to Adler and Adler, 1985, Maloney and McCormick, 
1993, in that sport participation and cumulative GPA were positively associated. 
 One of the criticisms of previous studies was the operational definition of academic achievement 
as only “cumulative GPA”. In 1995, Pascarella, Bohr, Nora and Terenzini conducted groundbreaking 
research that highlights reading comprehension, mathematics and critical thinking scores taken from the 
Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency test (CAAP) as other cognitive variables impacting 
student academic success (Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, & Terenzini, 1995).  A sample of freshman athletes 
and non-athletes from 18 NCAA Division I and non-Division I institutions were selected for the study. 
Pascarella et al. (1995) found supporting evidence for the belief that a negative relationship for sport 
participation and academic achievement exists for men’s basketball players and football players as 
compared to other male and non-athletes.  In other words, student-athletes participating in sports achieved 
lower grades and academically, developed slower than non-student-athletes. This finding was consistent 
with prior research (Adler & Adler, 1984; Astin, 1993; Maloney & McCormick, 1993); however, the 
effect was measured for their freshman year only. 
Pascarella, Truckenmiller, Nora, Terenzini, Edison and Hagedorn (1999) extended the 1995 study 
by Pascarella and colleagues to see if the same would happen during the second and third year of college. 
The study further supported prior research that even when statistical controls were put into place for pre-
college characteristics, male basketball and football players are being negatively impacted; in other 
words, the likelihood of their maintaining eligibility and graduating appeared to be limited by sport 
participation  (Bowen & Levin, 2003; Maloney & McCormick, 1993; Pascarella, et al, 1995; Pascarella, 
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et al., 1999, Shulman & Bowen, 2001). In an examination of athletes at a highly selective liberal arts 
college and an Ivy League university, a negative correlation was found between sport participation and 
academic performance (Aries, McCarthy, Salovey & Banaji, 2004).  However, pre-college characteristics 
were not an indicator of academic underperformance (Aries, McCarthy, Salovey & Banaji, 2004).  
The overwhelming evidence in support of the negative impacts of involvement in sport 
participation, on the personal cognitive development of student-athletes, marked a shift in the research 
agenda. This shift was in line with the NCAA’s reform package aimed at greater institutional 
accountability for the student success of athletes.  Within this body of literature, there were key studies 
that dealt specifically with sport participation.  As a result, studies examining sport participation and its 
impact on non-cognitive variables emerged.  These studies were different in that the theoretical 
frameworks from which these studies emerged expanded the literature to consider how college affects 
student-athletes.  
Sport Participation and Non-Cognitive Variables. The research on non-cognitive variables 
provided the NCAA another lens to examine student-athlete success. The decision to add non-cognitive 
variables to cumulative GPA and credit hours earned in determining student success supported the 
direction of the NCAA policies that emphasized satisfactory academic progress (persistence) and 
graduation. The following studies explore variables like motivation, satisfaction, leadership abilities and 
how they impacted a student-athlete’s ability to persist and graduate. Research on sport participation and 
non-cognitive variables is mixed depending on what variable is being studied. However, a positive 
relationship exists between most non-cognitive variables and sport participation.   
Ryan (1989) examined the role of sport participation on freshman student-athletes, using the 
Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) survey to measure satisfaction with college, 
motivation to finish a bachelor’s degree, interpersonal skills, and leadership abilities.  A follow-up survey 
was sent four years later to the same participants.  The CIRP program was a national program that 
included data from a sample of 368 two and four year colleges and universities (Ryan, 1989).  
Participants of the study included both athletes and non-athletes.   The findings reveal that sport 
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participation was positively associated with all variables.  Stone and Strange (1989) sampled a group of 
238 athletes and non-athletes from a mid-western university competing in NCAA Division 1, to examine 
the impact of sports participation on the quality of the student-athlete experience.  Using the College 
Student Experiences Questionnaire (developed by Pace 1984).  Stone and Strange (1989) found that sport 
participation yielded less involvement in other campus experiences (i.e., residence hall, student 
organizations and clubs, fraternity and sorority life) than non-athletes.  Pascarella and Smart (1991) 
extended the Ryan 1989 study to specifically include a sample of African-American and Caucasian males 
from the CIRP program.  Their study included more non-cognitive variables (i.e., status attainment & 
self-esteem measures). The results confirmed the findings from Ryan, 1989 that sport participation is 
positively related to satisfaction with college, interpersonal and leadership skills, and motivation to 
complete one’s degree.  The most significant findings from both studies was that “athletes are 
significantly more likely than are non-athletes to actually complete their bachelor’s degree and to have 
significantly more positive social self-esteem (including leadership) nine years after initial enrollment in 
college,” (Pascarella & Smart, 1991, p. 128).  Pascarella, Edison, Hagedorn, Nora and Terenzini (1996) 
examined the impact of sport participation on internal locus of attribution for academic success in the first 
year of college using pre-college data gathered from CAAP and CSEQ survey to measure freshman 
students from 23 diverse two-year and four- year institutions across 16 states, first year experiences in 
college.   An additional survey was designed to assess first year experiences not included in the CSEQ 
survey.  Pascarella, et al. (1996) found that after controlling for demographic variables, that sport 
participation had a positive impact on internal attribution. 
Wolniak, Pierson and Pascarella (2001) continued to examine data from the National Study of 
Student Learning (NSSL) data set to see how sport participation impacts male orientations to learning 
over a span of three years.  Similar to the study by Pascarella and Smart (1991), the study by Wolniak and 
colleagues examined male athletes and non-athletes. The study found that regardless of sport type 
(revenue vs. non-revenue), male student-athletes did not differ from non-athletes in orientations to 
learning.  As a result, sport participation was concluded to have a positive impact on student-athlete 
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success. The research on the impact of intercollegiate sport participation on student-athlete success was 
extended to include research on, college adjustment (Melendez, 2006), the student experience (Gaston-
Gayles, 2009; “National College Athletic Association,” 2008; Petr, Paskus, & Miranda, 2011; Potuto 
&O’Hanlon; 2007), and student engagement (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011; Gaston-Gayles & Hu, 2009a; 
Gaston-Gayles, 2009b; “National College Athletic Association,” 2008; Symonds, 2009; Umbach, Palmer, 
Kuh, & Hannah, 2006). The research on student engagement was significant because student engagement 
would provide another perspective in which to examine the student-athlete experience and how 
engagement in those experiences would impact student success outcomes like persistence, graduation and 
personal and social development.  
Sport Participation and Student Engagement.  Student engagement has been defined as a key 
factor in student success (Kuh, 2004).  Hu (2011) says that student engagement is considered the pathway 
to success.  After controlling for student background factors (e.g. academic eligibility standards), student 
development research indicates that a key factor in student success is student engagement (Kuh, 2004).   
The student engagement construct evolved from Astin’s (1984) theory of involvement and Chickering 
and Gamson’s (1987) seven principles of good practices in undergraduate education.  According to 
Astin, student involvement refers to the amount of physical and psychological energy that a student 
devotes to the academic experience (Astin, 1984). Astin believed that the more involved a student was in 
the academic experience, the better chance the student would have to achieve success in college. Astin’s 
theory provided one of the most comprehensive examinations of numerous variables of involvement like 
residence hall living, student-faculty interaction, peer interactions, athletic involvement (i.e. sport 
participation), honors program, and student government involvement (Astin, 1984).  
Chickering and Gamson (1987) developed a set of best practices based on the tenets of Astin’s 
(1984) theory of student involvement that colleges and universities commonly use to bridge theory and 
practice. Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) seven principles for good practice in undergraduate education 
are: 
1. Encourages contact between students and faculty 
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2. Develops reciprocity and cooperation among students 
3. Encourages active learning 
4. Gives prompt feedback 
5. Emphasizes time on task 
6. Communicates high expectations (p.3) 
7. Respects diverse talents and ways of learning.  (p.3) 
Based on both Astin’s (1984) theory of involvement and Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) best practices, 
Gaston-Gayles and Hu (2009a) developed a definition of engagement for athletes as a list of four 
principles: 
1. Interaction with faculty 
2. Interaction with students other than teammates 
3. Participation in student groups, organizations, and other service activities 
4. Participation in academic related activities. (p.104) 
 
 According to Kuh (2004), student engagement is both student-driven and institution-driven. 
Student-driven refers to the amount of physical and psychological energy a student invests in the 
academic experience and institution-driven refers to how a school uses its resources and “organizes the 
curriculum, other learning opportunities and support services to induce students to participate in activities 
that lead to the experiences and outcomes that constitute student success (i.e., persistence, satisfaction, 
learning, graduation).   
A central tenet in these theories is the emphasis on individuals like faculty, peers, advisors and 
campus administrators in student support service offices within the institution who impact student 
engagement. Umbach and Wawrzynski (2005) conducted a study to examine the role of college faculty in 
student learning and engagement.  Their study used data from the NSSE study and a parallel study 
examining the attitudes and behaviors of faculty at institutions that also completed the NSSE study. The 
study included responses from 20,226 seniors, 20,033 freshmen, and 14,336 faculty members.  The data 
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revealed that interactions with faculty (in the classroom) were positively related to student engagement 
(Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005).   Umbach and Wawrzynski (2005) also found evidence to support the 
notion that “faculty attitudes and behaviors create a culture that emphasizes best practices in 
undergraduate education.”(p.174).  Confirming the results of other studies, they concluded that 
interactions with faculty positively affect students profoundly (Astin 1984; Chickering & Gamson, 1987; 
Gaston-Gayles & Hu, 2009a; Tinto, 1993; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). 
Umbach, Palmer, Kuh and Hannah (2006) conducted one of the first studies to examine the 
engagement patterns of student-athletes as compared to non-athletes. A national sample of freshman and 
senior student-athletes and non-athletes from NCAA Divisions I, II, and III were selected for the study. 
Using data from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), results revealed that student-
athletes interact with faculty as frequently as non-athletes. Results also revealed that student athletes, like 
regular students, at the Division II and Division III level were likely to be more engaged than student-
athletes at the Division I level (Umbach et al., 2006).    Similarly, the 2006 GOALS AND SCORE survey 
administration to over 21,000 current student-athletes and 8,500 former student athletes supported those 
of Umbach, et al., 2006.  Key findings of the most comprehensive study of college athletes found that: 
• Student-athletes reported high levels of academic engagement in practicum/internships, 
senior culminating activities and collaborative faculty interactions. 
• Student-athletes reported the importance of using academic support services, attending 
study hall, using tutors, and depending on academic advising for course and degree 
selections. 
• Student-athletes reported high levels of community engagement through various 
community service projects. They attributed this to their personal and social 
development.  
• Student-athlete believed that participation in sports was very instrumental in their social 
development  
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• Student-athletes believed that they have diverse engagement experiences with others 
differing in ethnicity, economic status, social status, political ideologies and religious 
beliefs as a result of their participation in sport. (“National College Athletic 
Association,” 2008) 
Gaston-Gayles and Hu (2009b) took their study a step farther by examining the engagement of 
student-athletes and it’s impact on selected cognitive and non-cognitive variables. The study sample 
consisted of freshman athletes from 21 NCAA Division I institutions.  However, the researchers did not 
use NSSE data for this study. Instead, they gathered data from 410 freshmen male and female student-
athletes, from 21 Division I colleges and universities using the Basic Academic Skills Study (BASS), a 
scale developed by the NCAA to measure student-athletes’ interest attitudes and academic scale. The 
BASS consists of three major components  
a. Progress in College Subscale (PIC) 
b. Social and Group Experiences Subscale (SAGE) 
c. Mini-Battery of Achievement Subscale (MBA) 
The engagement variables were: interaction with faculty, interaction with students other than teammates, 
participation in student organizations and other activities, and participation in academic related activities. 
The results revealed interaction with faculty did not have a statistically significant influence on cultural 
attitudes, personal self-concept, and learning and communication skills.  Results showed that interaction 
with students other than teammates, not interaction with faculty, was the most significant engagement 
variable influencing gains in learning and communication skills, cultural attitudes and positive self-
concept.  
 Shulman and Bowen (2001) conducted a comprehensive study of student-athletes and non-
athletes from three cohorts between 1950 and 1990 (’51, ‘76,’89). Data were collected from students at 30 
academically selective schools across Divisions.  The researchers also used linked data sets from the 
Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP).  Results from the study revealed that of participants 
representing all three cohorts, students and student-athletes from the 1951 cohort were most likely to 
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report having a faculty member as a mentor than other students (Shulman & Bowen, 2001).    Over the 
next forty years, student-athletes reported a steady decrease in faculty members as mentors and an 
increase in coaches as mentors.   Shulman and Bowen (2001) even suggested that the “coach-student 
ratio” maybe higher than the “faculty-student ratio”. Shulman and Bowen (2001) stated: 
“these coaches spend far more time with students than most faculty, and many survey 
respondents volunteered that they had learned important lessons about life from these coaches…” 
(p.72) 
This shift in intercollegiate athletics caused the NCAA to further strengthen academic reform policy 
through another increase in core courses from 14 to 16 in 2008 (“History”, 2012). The intent of this 
change was to modify the behavior of coaches and athletes, to aid coaches in the recruitment of student-
athletes who can succeed academically, and to force athletes to focus on academics from the moment they 
set foot on campus (Suggs, 2004). The NCAA took further steps to formalize the role that coaches play in 
student-athlete success by passing the Head Coach Academic Progress Rate (APR) Portfolio legislation 
that would hold them accountable. 
PROBLEM THREE: Individual Accountability 
 
NCAA Reform Academic Policy Development Part 3  
Head Coach Accountability. In 2008, the NCAA approved a reform that focuses on the individual 
leaders in athletics, the head coaches.   The head coach APR portfolio was developed to provide an 
incentive for coaches to be more involved with the academic success of their student-athletes. The 
creation of the head coach APR portfolio was approved in 2008 by the Division I Board of Directors 
(“History”, 2012). The academic progress rate (APR) scores for head coaches and their respective teams, 
is now typically attached to their personal records on a year-by-year basis just like their win-loss record. 
According to the Board of Director's, this reform was expected to better inform prospective recruits and 
their families of the head coach’s academic track record and to better inform administrators’ hiring 
decisions on campus (Hosick, 2008). This move to hold coaches accountable presents yet another issue 
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for research. How do we describe coaches’ influence and how do coaches influence student-athlete 
success? 
Research inspired by NCAA Academic Reform Policy. Research on coaches’ influence is limited. 
Early sport leadership studies examined coaching behaviors and their impact on student-athlete 
performance. Chelladurai and Saleh (1978) examined male and female physical education students to 
assess their preferred coach leadership behaviors.  Chelladurai and Saleh went on to develop a scale 
(Leadership Scale for Sport - LSS) that would measure various leadership styles of coaches in the athletic 
context (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; Chelladurai, 1984).  Dwyer and Fischer (1988) extended the work of 
Chelladurai and Saleh (1978) to look specifically at wrestling coaches. They found evidence supporting 
the use of the LSS for measuring coaches’ behavior in the athlete context.  Other systems for measuring 
coaching behavior and influence in the athletic context were chronicled in a review of leadership models 
in sports (Chelladurai, 1990).  Smoll and Smith (1989) developed a system called the coaching behavior 
assessment system (CBAS). This system was aimed at helping coaches improve their behavior in the 
athletic context and measuring the effects of changes in player’s enjoyment and satisfaction in the athletic 
context.  Zhang, Jensen and Mann (1997) modified the LSS, developed by Chelladurai and Saleh (1980), 
to include a category that took into consideration situational contexts in the athletic milieu. While these 
studies provided a plethora of information regarding coaches’ on-court behavior and their impact on 
student-athlete performance on the court, they did not provide a measure to examine the coaches’ impact 
on student-athlete academic performance in the classroom. 
   Since the adoption of the head coach APR reform, there have been a few studies that have begun 
to address the coaches’ influence on student-athlete academic success. Results from the NCAA 2010 
Growth, Opportunities, Aspirations, and Learning of Students in College Study (GOALS), found a link 
between college choice and coaches’ influence (Brown, 2011b). The GOALS study is the largest study of 
current student-athletes conducted by the NCAA.  The GOALS 2010 version included 611 schools from 
Division I, II, and III that yielded approximately 20,000 participants (Petr, Paskus & Miranda, 2011). The 
study considered the college athletics experience, academic experience, social experience, 
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recruitment/decision to attend current college, time commitments, finances, coach influence and ethical 
leadership of coaches. Coach influence was only limited to one question that asked would the student 
have attended the college if there had been a different coach.   Questions concerning ethical leadership 
were specific to the coaches’ behavior in the athletic realm and not the academic realm.  There were four 
questions that addressed coaches’ influence on academic issues. They were: 
1. How important is graduation from this college or University to your college coach? (“Growth, 
Opportunities, Apsirations and Learning of Students”, 2010, p. 4) 
2. Have your coaches or others in the athletics department (e.g., academic advisors) discouraged you 
from choosing certain classes? (“Growth, Opportunities, Apsirations and Learning of Students”, 
2010, p. 5) 
3. Have your coaches or others in the athletics department ever discouraged you from participating 
in an extracurricular activity that interested you? (“Growth, Opportunities, Apsirations and 
Learning of Students”, 2010, p. 7) 
4. How much have the following people (coaches impacted your academic career so far at this 
college? (“Growth, Opportunities, Apsirations and Learning of Students”, 2010, p. 7) 
Another study by McDonough, Antonio and Trent (1997) found that coaches’ influence is 
prominent in the college choice process for those athletes who choose to attend predominately white 
institutions (PWI's), versus those that choose to attend Historically Black Colleges and Universities 
(HBCU's). McDonough, Antonio and Trent (1997) found that athletes who attend HBCUs have other 
influences like their families and church. Another study conducted by the Sunbelt conference found a link 
between the coach and development of sportsmanship among student-athletes (Hosick, 2010). Comeaux 
and Harrison (2011), created a conceptual model for college student-athlete academic success that 
considered sport participation and coaches’ demands as factors impacting student engagement.  However, 
there still has not been a study that has directly linked coaches’ influence to student-athlete success. 
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The Case for Examining Engagement and Women’s Basketball Coaches and 
Athletes 
 
    An inspection of the research regarding student-athlete success, reveals that a majority of the 
research has focused on addressing sport participation and its impact on student-athlete success. Previous 
research has found that sport participation negatively affects student-athlete achievement of cognitive 
outcomes like grade point average, graduation, etc. (Adler & Adler, 1985; Aries, McCarthy, Salovey & 
Banai, 2004; Maloney & McCormick, 1993; Pascarella et al., 1995; Pascarella, et al., 1999; Scott, et al., 
2008; Shulman & Bowen, 2001). On the other hand, sport participation positively impacts non-cognitive 
variables like student engagement (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011; Gaston-Gayles & Hu, 2009a; Gaston-
Gayles, 2009b; “National College Athletic Association,” 2008; Symonds, 2009; Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, & 
Hannah, 2006).  It is worth investigating the student engagement patterns of student-athletes because 
student engagement is believed to be the pathway to success (Hu, 2011). More recent studies have also 
begun to focus on student engagement patterns and whether differences exist between student-athletes 
and non-athletes and how their level of engagement impacts student-athlete success.    
One major criticism of student-athletes is that the time demands required for sport participation make it 
hard to be engaged in other areas of the campus. Astin (1984) believed that athletes were isolated from 
others on campus limiting their opportunities to be engaged with other students, faculty, staff and 
administrators on campus.   Gaston-Gayles and Hu (2009b) confirmed this stating that student-athletes 
reported participation with other student groups and organizations less often due to the time demands of 
sport participation. Contrarily, Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, and Hannah (2006) found that despite their 
commitment to sports, student-athletes were engaged in educationally purposeful activities just as often as 
regular students.  Symonds (2009) concluded similar findings with a smaller sample at a Division II 
institution. A more in-depth examination of the engagement construct by Gaston-Gayles and Hu (2009b) 
found that student-athletes were engaged with other students who were not their teammates more than any 
of the other engagement indicators (interactions with faculty, staff and administrators). Also, Gaston-
Gayles and Hu (2009a) found that while controlling for background characteristics like race, academic 
  
 44 
major and profile level of the sport, student-athletes are equally engaged in educationally purposeful 
activities.  Their study took a few steps further by examining gender and profile of the sport.  According 
to Gaston-Gayles and Hu (2009b) males athletes were less engaged than female athletes and student-
athletes who played higher profile sports like women’s basketball, were less engaged than other low 
profile sports (i.e., cross country, track, tennis).  This finding coupled with the fact that the graduation 
rates of women basketball players, show them ranked next to last (16 out of 17) indicates a need for the 
study (Staff, 2013). Since Title IX, women’s basketball still remains the most popular sport for female 
participation with over 15,000 participating in women’s basketball alone (Acosta & Carpenter, 2012; 
Irick, 2012).  
The NCAA GOALS and SCORE studies of 2006 and 2010 also found that, women basketball players 
reported negative experiences with their head coach - citing poor ethical leadership and distrust for their 
coach as impacting their overall student-athlete experience (Petr, Paskus, & Miranda, 2011).  
 Since we know that sport impacts the overall student-athlete experience, it behooves us to examine the 
individuals who are intricately involved in the process to adequately define, describe and delineate the 
possible impact that head coaches’ may have on student-athlete levels of engagement and what are the 
implications for student-athlete success. 
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
 
“I constantly talk about the role of education in life. Basketball can be taken away from them someday, 
but nobody can take away what they learn in the classroom.” 
Coach Mark Macon 
Head Men’s Basketball Coach 
Binghamton University 
 
 The NCAA's emphasis on student-athlete success has led to many questions concerning the use of 
the Academic Progress Rate (APR) and the Graduation Success Rate (GSR) as the sole indicators for 
student-athlete success.  Similarly, the new head coach APR legislation tying the APR to the head coach 
has heightened my scrutiny of the APR and GSR metrics. Barnes’ Student-Athlete Success Model 
suggests that coaches' influence may/may not impact student-athlete success through student-athlete 
engagement patterns.  More recent studies in student development literature have begun to include student 
engagement in the examination of student-athlete success (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011; Gaston-Gayles & 
Hu, 2009a; Gaston-Gayles, 2009b; “National College Athletic Association,” 2008; Symonds, 2009; 
Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 2006).   Some researchers tout that student engagement is the pathway 
to success (Hu, 2011). If a relationship between coaches' influence and student-athlete engagement is 
found, then coaches' influence may indirectly impact student-athlete success outcomes like persistence (as 
captured by the NCAA APR); graduation (as reflected by the NCAA GSR score); academic achievement 
(as measured by college GPA); and personal and social development.  In other words, this study adds to 
the body of literature by further solidifying better measures of coaches’ influence and also examining its 
impact of student-athlete levels of engagement.  
Research Method  
This proposed correlational study was designed to better describe coaches’ influence and 
determine if a relationship exists between college head women basketball coaches’ influence and levels of 
student engagement among a sample of college women basketball players participating in intercollegiate 
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athletics at NCAA Division I Institutions. Correlational research is associated with determining the 
relationship between two or more variables (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010; McMillan & Schumacher, 2001).  
Correlational research does not attempt to manipulate the variables, but seeks to examine the variables in 
their natural environment (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2004). In research, correlations have been used to make 
predictions (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2004; Leedy & Ormorod, 2010; McMillan & Schumacher, 2001), to 
demonstrate validity and reliability for measurement (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2004) and to verify theory 
(Gravetter & Wallnau, 2004).   The correlational research method does not determine causality. As this is 
a symmetrical measure, it is appropriate for measuring non-causal relationships.  The proposed study does 
not seek to determine causality. The three research questions guiding the study are: 
1. What are the institution-driven conditions (of Barnes’ Model of Student –Athlete Success) that 
exist within the intercollegiate athletic experience? 
2. Is there a relationship between coaches’ influence and student-athlete levels of engagement in  
educationally purposeful activities?  
3. Is coaches’ influence related to student-athlete levels of engagement in educationally purposeful 
activities when controlling for campus climate?    
Research Design 
Participants. The participants in this study were 135 student-athletes participating in 
intercollegiate women’s basketball at four-year institutions, of the NCAA Division, I classification.  
Women basketball players were specifically chosen for this study because women’s basketball is the most   
popular sport among female athletes in terms of participation and institutional sponsorship. Furthermore, 
women basketball players reported one of the two lowest graduation rates (63%) of all NCAA Division I 
female sports (Staff, 2013). Similarly when examining APR and GSR rates, women basketball players 
achieved a 970 APR and an 84% GSR one of the two lowest scores of all female sports (Grasgreen, 
2011).  
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Participant ages ranged from 18-23, with a mean age of 20 (M=20). There were 133 participants 
(98.5%) who identified as females and 2 participants (1.5%) who did not disclose their gender.  The racial 
demographics of the sample (see Table 4) indicated that African-Americans represented the largest 
proportion of the sample as 75 (55.6%) of a total of 133 participants followed by European-Americans 
with 44 (32.6%) of the total number of participants.  A small number (n=10 or 7.2%) of international 
students were also represented in the sample. When examining the classification make-up of the sample, 
participants were distributed fairly evenly, as the junior class represented the largest group with 44 
(30.4%) participants.   The number of participants who were transfers was small with only 28 participants 
(20.7%) reporting that they began their college career at another institution.  One important characteristic 
of this sample is that 62.1 % (n=82) of these participants have parents who have completed an associate 
degree or higher. The percentage increases to 79.5 % when you add in those participants whose parents 
attended college but did not complete a degree. 
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Table 4 
Participant Data 
 Number 
(n=135) 
Percent 
Gender 
     Female 
     Not reported/missing 
 
 
133 
2 
 
98.5% 
1.5% 
Race 
     African-American/Black 
     European-American/White 
     Hispanic 
     Mulitracial 
     Other 
     Not reported/missing 
 
75 
44 
1 
9 
3 
3 
 
55.6 % 
32.6% 
0.7% 
6.7% 
2.2% 
2.2% 
 
Citizenship 
     US Citizen 
     International Citizen 
     Not reported/missing 
   
 
 
123 
10 
2 
 
 
91.1% 
7.4% 
1.5% 
 
Classification 
     Freshman 
     Sophomore 
     Junior 
     Senior 
     Not reported/missing 
 
27 
36 
41 
28 
3 
 
20% 
26.7% 
30.4% 
20.7% 
2.2% 
 
Transfer Status 
     No 
     Yes 
     Not reported/missing 
      
 
 
28 
104 
3 
 
 
20.7% 
77% 
2.2% 
 
Athletic Scholarship Level 
     Full 
     None 
     Not reported/missing 
 
125 
7 
3 
 
92.6% 
5.2% 
2.2% 
 
Parent Educational Level 
     Did Not Finish High School 
     Graduate From High School 
     Attended College But Did Not 
        Complete Degree 
     Completed an Associate   
        Degree (A. A., A.S.) 
     Completed a Bachelor's    
        Degree (B.A., B.S.) 
     Completed a Master's Degree      
        (M. A., M. S.) 
     Completed a Doctoral Degree  
        (Ph. D., J. D., M.D.) 
     Not reported/missing 
 
 
1 
18 
23 
 
13 
 
43 
 
26 
 
8 
 
3 
 
 
0.7% 
13.3% 
17% 
 
9.6% 
 
31.9% 
 
19.3% 
 
5.9% 
 
2.2% 
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The total 135 participant responses yielded data about 29 head coaches.  Table 5 shows that 23 
(79%) of the head coaches were female and six (21%) were male. The racial make-up was roughly even 
with 17 (59%) of the head coaches being European-American and 12 (41%) being African-American. 
Table 5  
Coach’s Data 
 Number 
(n=29) 
Percent 
Gender 
     Female 
     Male 
 
 
23 
6 
 
79% 
21% 
Race 
     African-American/Black 
     European-American/White 
      
 
12 
     17  
 
 
41% 
59% 
 
 Sampling Procedure.  A total of 180 schools were initially randomly sampled from 340 schools 
sponsoring NCAA Division I women’s basketball programs (see Appendix A). The athletic directors and 
academic administrators in athletics of participants in the initial random sample received the introductory 
email letter invite (see Appendix B) requesting their participation in the study.  That email response 
yielded 22 schools that responded favorably, 142 schools that did not respond, and 18 schools that opted 
out.  Coaches or administrators who elected not to have their teams participate provided two primary 
reasons: 1) the school personnel only allowed participation in surveys authorized by the NCAA and 2) the 
schools received numerous requests for student-athletes to complete surveys yearly and their institutional 
quota had been met.  Two weeks later an introductory email letter invite was sent to all 180 of the head 
coaches of participants in the sample.  That email response yielded two additional responses. A 
convenience sample of an additional nine schools (at which the researcher personally knew a member of 
the coaching staff) were sent the introductory email letter invite which yielded seven more favorable 
responses.  A total of 29 of 180 schools agreed to participate in the survey yielding a 16% survey 
response rate.   Five schools participated by sending me the email addresses of their women basketball 
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players and the other 24 schools agreed and shared the survey/web link with their women’s basketball 
teams (see Appendices C & D).  
 Institutional Profile of Sample Schools.  The most recent data on sport participation available 
from the NCAA’s official website reports a total of 340 members in NCAA Division I classification.  The 
ratio of public to private institutions is 66% public to 34% private. This sample included 79% (23) public 
institutions and 21% (6) private institutions. Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) 
account for 7% (24) of the institutions that are members of NCAA Division I classification. HBCU’s 
accounted for 7% (2) of member institutions in this sample and the remaining 93% (23) are represented 
by predominantly white institutions (PWI’s).  
The NCAA Division I classification consists of 32 conferences that are divided into three levels – 
Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS), Football Championship Subdivision (FCS), and Non-Football Schools 
(NFS).  These levels are indicative of different levels of financial support to the athletics program in 
regard to operating budgets, ticket revenue, and even academic support.  FBS programs are known to 
have fully funded academic support offices housed within athletics, in addition to other institutional 
support services available to all students.  FCS and NFS schools are known to have smaller academic 
support operations within athletics and may depend more heavily on institutional support services to 
assists their student athletes.   This sample had representation from 47% (15/32) of all member 
conferences with all three levels represented, amounting to 41% (12) FBS schools, 45% (13) FCS schools 
and 14% (4) NFS schools.  
Instrumentation.  The researcher developed the Student-Athlete Perception of Coaches’ Influence 
on Student Engagement and Student-Athlete Success Survey (SAPCISESASS) (see Appendix E) to use 
for this study. The purpose of the SAPCISESASS is to measure student-athlete’s perception of coaches’ 
influence on two dimensions of student - academic engagement and diversity engagement, campus 
climate and personal and social development. There were 28 items of the SAPCISESASS that came from 
items on the well-established 2011 National Survey of Student Engagement (see Appendix F). The 2011 
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), which is comprised of 42 items, is a survey that 
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measures five dimensions of student engagement – level of academic challenge, active and collaborative 
learning, student-faculty interaction, enriching educational experiences and supportive campus 
environment. For the purpose of this study, items from the enriching educational experiences and 
supportive campus environment scales were selected due to their relevance to the athletic context. The 
researcher was granted permission to extract and modify items from the NSSE study by the Office of 
Postsecondary Research at the University of Indiana (see Appendix G).   
The Student-Athlete Perception of Coaches’ Influence on Student Engagement and Student-
Athlete Success Survey utilizes a four-point Likert scale format. The instrument is made up of 16 items 
(see Table 6).   
Table 6 
Items of the Student-Athlete Perception of Coaches’ Influence on Student Engagement and Student-
Athlete Success Survey (SAPCISESASS) 
 
Item Name and Number Variable Name Item Origination Barnes’ Model 
of Student-
Athlete 
Success 
COACH INFLUENCE SCALE (a=.94) 
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Coach Quality Subscale (a =.82) 
     1a -Helpful 
     1b - Available 
     1c -Sympathetic 
     3 – Time 
_________________________________ 
Coach Activities* 
     2 - Coach Activities 
________________________________ 
Coach Satisfaction Subscale (a =.73) 
     4 - Relationship 
     5 - School Choice 
_________________________________ 
Coach Encouragement of Educationally 
Purposeful Activities 
Subscale (a= .92) 
     Educational Experiences 
          6a - Practicum 
          6b - Community Service 
          7a - Electronic Medium 
          7b - Serious conversations with 
                 other ethnicities 
          7c - Serious conversations with 
                 other religious/political values 
          8 - Serious conversations with 
               others of economic/social  
                differences 
     Academic Experiences 
          9a - High academic performance 
           
          9b - Graduation 
          9c - Study Hall Attendance 
           
          9d- Class Attendance 
          9e -Use of tutors and academic  
                 support services 
          9f - Grade checks 
          9g - Time management 
 
qualityhelpful 
qualityavailable   
qualitysympathetic 
qualitytime 
_______________________ 
 
CoachActivities* 
_______________________ 
 
satisfactioncoachrelationship 
satisfacationschoolchoice 
________________________ 
 
 
 
 
CoachEncourageEEPracticum 
CoachEncourageEECommunityService 
CoachEncourageEEElectronicMedium 
 
CoachEncourageEEEthnicity 
 
CoachEncourageEEReligiousBeliefsPol
itics 
CoachEncourageEEEconmicSocical 
 
 
CoachEncourageAEHighAcademicPerf
ormance 
CoachEncourageAEGraduation 
CoachEncourageAEStudyHallAttendanc
e 
CoachEncourageAEClassAttendance 
CoachEncourageAEAcademicSupportSe
rvices 
CoachEncourageAEGradeChecks 
CoachEncourageAETimeManagement 
 
NSSE modified 
NSSE modified 
NSSE modified 
Researcher 
____________ 
 
Researcher 
____________ 
 
NSSE modified 
NSSE modified 
____________ 
 
 
 
 
NSSE modified 
NSSE modified 
NSSE modified 
 
NSSE modified 
 
NSSE modified 
 
NSSE modified 
 
 
Researcher 
 
Researcher 
Researcher 
 
Researcher 
Researcher 
 
Researcher 
Researcher 
 
Quality of 
Player/Coach 
Relationship 
 
Quality of 
Player/Coach 
Relationship 
___________ 
Satisfaction 
with the Head 
Coach 
__________ 
 
 
 
Coaches’ level 
of  
Encouragement 
of student-
athlete 
participation in 
educationally 
purposeful 
activities 
 
 
PERSONAL AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT SCALE (a=.91) 
Personal and Social Development  
    10a - Voting in elections 
    10b -  Learning effectively on your 
               own 
     10c- Understanding yourself 
      
     10d - Understanding people of other 
               racial ethnic backgrounds 
    
    10f - Developing a personal code of  
              values and ethics 
     10g - Contributing to the welfare of 
              your community 
 
Personaldevelopmentvoting 
Personaldevelopmentindependentlearni
ng 
Personaldevelopmentselfawareness 
 
Personaldevelopmentdiversity 
 
Personaldevelopmentethics 
 
Personaldevelopmentcommunitywelfare 
 
NSSE modified 
NSSE modified 
 
NSSE modified 
 
NSSE modified 
 
NSSE modified 
 
NSSE modified 
 
 
 
 
Personal and 
Social 
Development 
ENGAGEMENT IN EDUCATIONALLY PURPOSEFUL ACTIVITIES SCALE 
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Engagement Indicators 
    Academic Engagement Subscale 
    (a=.55) 
     11a - Practicum 
     11b - Community Service 
     11c - Learning Community 
     11d - Foreign Language 
     11e - Study Abroad 
     11f - Independent Study 
     11g - Senior Culminating Experience 
     12a - Electronic Medium 
     Diversity Engagement Subscale  
    (a =.79) 
     12b - Serious conversations with 
               other ethnicities 
     12c - Serious conversations with 
              other religious/political values 
     14 - Serious conversations with others  
             of economic/social differences 
 
 
 
NSSEPracticum 
NSSECommunityService 
NSSELearningCommunity 
NSSEForeignLanguage 
NSSEStudyAbroad 
NSSEIndependentStudy 
NSSECulminatingSeniorExperience 
NSSEElectronicMedium 
 
 
 
NSSEEthnicity 
 
NSSEReligiousbeliefsPolitics 
 
NSSEEconomicSocial 
 
 
 
NSSE 
NSSE 
NSSE 
NSSE 
NSSE 
NSSE 
NSSE 
NSSE 
 
 
 
NSSE 
 
NSSE 
 
NSSE 
 
 
 
 
 
Student  
Engagement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CAMPUS CLIMATE  SCALE( a= .81) 
 
 Campus Relationships Subscale 
(a=.79) 
          15a - Students 
          15b - Faculty 
          15c - Administrators 
          15d - Assistant Coaches 
      
Campus Support Subscale 
(a=.85) 
          16a - Academic support 
          16b -Non-academic/social support 
          16c - Social Support 
 
Time Demands** 
     13a - Time spent participating in co-  
             curricular activities 
     13b - Time spent participating in 
          sport 
 
 
 
 
Campusrelationshipsstudents 
Campusrelationshipsfaculty 
Campusrelationshipsadminsitrators 
Campusrelationshipsassistantcoaches 
 
Campussupportacademic 
Campussupportnon-academic 
Campussupportsocial 
 
 
 
 
NSSETimespentCocurricular** 
 
NSSETimespentSportParticipation** 
 
 
 
 
NSSE Modified 
 
NSSE Modified 
 
 
 
NSSE 
NSSE 
NSSE 
Researcher 
 
 
NSSE 
NSSE 
NSSE 
 
 
 
Relationships 
with peers, 
faculty, staff & 
administrators, 
& assistant 
coaches 
 
Access to 
academic and 
social support 
services 
Time Demands 
 
 *Items not included in Coaches’ Influence Scale. 
**Items not included in Campus Climate Scale. 
 
Questions found in the first part of the SAPCISESASS focus on the student-athlete’s perception 
of coaches’ influence and student-athlete personal and social development. Items one through nine are 
measures for the coaches’ influence scale. Item one was extracted from the NSSE survey to measure the 
quality of the player/coach relationship. The researcher also created items two (coachactivities) and three 
(qualitytime) to measure the quality of the player/coach relationship.  The Coach Quality Subscale 
combined items one (qualityhelpful, qualityavailable, qualitysympathetic) and three (qualitytime). 
Cronbach’s alpha for the Coach Quality Subscale was .82 indicating that the items form a scale that has 
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reasonable internal consistency reliability. Items four and five were extracted from the 2011 NSSE survey 
to measure the level of satisfaction the student-athlete perceives is relevant to the coach.  The wording on 
these items was modified in a way to address satisfaction with the coach instead of satisfaction with the 
institution.  Items four (satisfactioncoachrelationship) and five (satisfacationschoolchoice) were 
combined to form the Coach Satisfaction Subscale. Cronbach’s alpha for the Coach Satisfaction Subscale 
(.73) indicated good internal consistency.  Items six, seven and eight, measure student-athlete’s 
perception of the coaches’ encouragement of their participation in enriching educational experiences. 
Item nine measures student-athlete’s perception of the coaches’ encouragement of their participation in 
academic experiences (see Table 6). Item nine was created by the researcher and added to reflect coaches’ 
encouragement of participation in educationally purposeful activities subscale.  Items six, seven, eight and 
nine were combined to create the Coach’s Encouragement of Educationally Purposeful Activities (refer to 
Table 6). The subscale has very high reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of .91.  In order to compute the 
Coach’s Influence scale, 19 items from the Coach Quality Subscale, Coach Satisfaction Subscale and 
Coach Encouragement of Educationally Purposeful Activities Subscale were combined yielding a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .94. This indicates that this scale has high reliability.  
Questions found in part two of the SAPCISESASS are centered on the student-athletes perception 
of the student-athlete educational experience. Item 10 measures the student-athletes’ perception of the 
coach’s impact on their personal and social development.   This item is a part of the NSSE 2011 Gains in 
Personal and Social Development Subscale.  Six of the seven items from this scale were extracted for use 
on the SAPCISESASS. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale is .91 and considered to be reliable.  Items 11, 12, 
and 14 (refer to Table 6) mirror items six, seven and eight which are benchmark items of the Enriching 
Educational Experiences Subscale of the NSSE survey.  Kuh (2009) stated that the use of benchmarks 
was necessary “to provide a common language and framework for discussion and reporting student 
engagement and institutional performance results…” (p.13).  The engagement items were broken down 
into two subscales – Academic Engagement Subscale and Diversity Engagement Subscale. The Academic 
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Engagement Subscale combined eight items yielding a Cronbach’s alpha of .55.  The Diversity 
Engagement Subscale combined a total of three items and yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .79.   
Item 13 measure student-athlete time spent in co-curricular activities and in sport. Items 15 
(campusrelationships) and 16 (campussupport) are the benchmark items for the Supportive Campus 
Environment Subscale of the NSSE survey that address campus climate. Item 15 was modified slightly to 
include assistant coaches. Item 15 specifically measures quality of relationship the student-athletes have 
with students, faculty, administrators, and assistant coaches at the institution. The Campus Relationships 
Subscale combines four items, yielding a Cronbach’s alpha of .79. Item 16 measures whether or not the 
campus environment is supportive.  The Campus Support Subscale combines three items, yielding a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .85 and is considered reliable. These two subscales were combined to create the 
Campus Climate scale. Cronbach’s alpha was .81.  
Questions found in part three of the SAPCISESASS consists of demographic information about 
the student-athletes and their head coach. Demographic information to be gleaned includes: student-
athlete’s age, student-athlete’s gender, student-athlete’s ethnicity, student-athlete’s academic 
classification, student-athlete’s transfer status, student-athlete’s GPA, parent’s education level, student-
athlete’s scholarship level, head coach’s gender, head coach’s ethnicity, and team’s winning percentage.  
Pilot Testing. Next, the researcher conducted a pilot study with an expert panel of 10 
intercollegiate head women’s basketball coaches and a small sample of eight intercollegiate women 
basketball players in order to determine validity of the instrument.  Participants were asked to complete 
the survey and provide feedback regarding the length of the survey instrument, relevance of the questions, 
and recommendations of other questions they deemed relevant to the student-athlete experience.  The 
expert panel responded favorably, with an average survey response time between 10 to 15 minutes. 
Several experts emailed me feedback with the following comments: 
“ I thought it was a good survey! Not too long and covered a good amount of information.” – 
Expert 1  
 “ I thought it was very well done and easy to understand.” – Expert 2  
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All eight of the intercollegiate women’s basketball player participants completed the survey, and six of 
the eight participated as members of a focus group to discuss the instrument. When asked about their 
overall impression of the instrument, the participants had the following observations to offer: 
“The survey has a lot to do with how the coach encourages the student-athlete outside the court” 
–      Participant 1 
 
“The survey looks at how much support the student-athlete receives from the coach” – 
Participant 2 
 
“The survey looks at if you actually are doing the work that your coach is encouraging you to do” 
–    Participant 3 
 
“The survey looks at how much interaction (outside of basketball) that student-athletes are having 
with the coach.” – Participant 4 
 
The observations of both the expert panel and the student-athletes are in direct support of the purpose of 
the survey, which is to examine the head coach’s relationship with the student-athlete outside of athletic 
activities and to explore the impact on student-athlete levels of student engagement.  After getting the 
participants’ overall impression of the instrument, the researcher reviewed each question with the 
participants for accuracy and clarity. The participants identified only one question that they believed 
needed to be reconsidered.  Question six, which addressed head coaches’ encouragement in effective 
educational experiences, had too many response items that they deemed unrelated to or unrealistic of head 
coaches’ involvement.  These response items measured student participation in practicum/internships, 
community service projects, learning communities, foreign language coursework, study abroad, 
independent study, and culminating senior experience.  Participants suggested that all response items 
(except participation in a practicum and participation in community service projects) were highly unlikely 
to be of any concern to their coaches and that they should be eliminated from the survey. The researcher 
believed that this assessment was accurate and agreed to make these changes to the instrument. The final 
question would read - “Which of the following has your head coach encouraged you to do before you 
graduate?” and include only participation in a practicum and community service as the two response 
items for the question. 
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 Variables. The variables in the Barnes’ Student-Athlete Success Model (see Figure 4) being 
investigated in this study are student engagement and coaches’ influence.  The model suggests that 
student engagement is the pathway to success (i.e. persistence, graduation, academic achievement, 
personal and social development).  The student engagement construct is a complex variable that 
encompasses several dimensions. The student engagement construct is a combination of both student- 
driven behaviors and institution-driven conditions.  According to the National Survey of Student 
Engagement Survey, student engagement can be measured via the five dimensions of the survey: level of 
academic challenge, active and collaborative learning, student and faculty interaction, enriching 
educational experiences and supportive campus environment.  The first three dimensions, level of 
academic challenge, active and collaborative learning, and student and faculty interaction emphasize 
mostly student-driven behaviors and areas in which the coach has no affiliation. The head coach at an 
NCAA Division I institution does not teach academic courses and, therefore, has no involvement in the 
actual classroom. These dimensions specifically focus on the student-driven behaviors within the 
academic realm and were not examined in this study. In the present study, the student engagement 
construct was comprised of only two of the five dimensions – the enriching educational experiences and 
supportive campus environment dimensions.  The use of only these two dimensions is appropriate 
because they are the only two dimensions in which the coach may be involved. This is consistent with 
prior student engagement research literature involving student-athletes (Emerson, Brooks & McKenzie; 
2009; Gaston-Gayles, 2009; “National College Athletic Association,” 2008; Symonds, 2009; Umbach, 
Palmer & Kuh, 2006). The student engagement construct has already been tested and proven to be a 
determinant contributing to overall student success.  
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Figure 4 
Barnes’ Model of Student-Athlete Success 
 
The coaches’ influence variable, that is comprised of the quality of the player/coach relationship, player 
satisfaction with the head coach, and the coaches’ level of encouragement of student-athlete participation 
in educationally purposeful activities, is a new construct developed for this study.  The quality of the 
player/coach relationship determines the intensity of the relationship. This is measured by examining the 
amount of time the player spends with the coach outside of athletic activities. This element also includes 
coaches’ characteristics that would reflect the coach’s intent to establish a good rapport with the student-
athlete.  Player satisfaction with the head coach addresses the level of comfort and agreement the player 
has with the head coach’s actions concerning non-athletic issues and whether or not the player views the 
actions of the coach as helpful. Player satisfaction with the head coach is also measured using a modified 
survey item taken from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). The coaches’ level of 
encouragement of student-athlete participation in educationally purposeful activities examines the 
interaction between the head coach and the student-athlete in enriching educational and academic 
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experiences that ultimately support achieving cognitive outcomes like high GPA, persistence and 
graduation. Table 7 provides a breakdown of the variables. 
Table 7.  
 
Variables 
 
Independent Variables Variable Type 
Coaches’ Influence 
• Quality of Player/Coach Relationship 
• Player Satisfaction with Head Coach 
• Coaches’ Level of Encouragement of 
Student-Athlete participation in 
educationally purposeful activities 
(educational experience and academic 
experiences) 
   
 
Scale 
Dependent Variables Variable Type 
Engagement in Educationally Purposeful Activities Scale 
Personal and Social Development Scale 
Control Variables Variable Type 
Campus Climate Scale 
Demographic Variables Variable Type 
Race – SA 
Classification - SA 
Categorical 
 
The control variable for this study is campus climate. Campus climate is being controlled for in this study, 
because I want to isolate the coaches’ influence variable versus other variables that may be affecting 
student-athlete engagement, like campus/athletic administrators and campus support services. Assistant 
coaches are also another group that may also have an impact on the student-athlete. Since the Head Coach 
APR is assigned to the head coach only, it is imperative that all other potentially confounding variables be 
controlled for in order to determine what percentage of influence can be attributed directly to the head 
coach. Demographic variables are also included to provide an accurate description of the sample and to 
make comparisons.  
Data Collection Procedure. Data collection was done via the Internet.  The researcher created an 
electronic version of the survey (using Qualtrics Survey Software) and emailed it to the participants who 
by completing the survey, confirmed their willingness to participate in the study (see Table 8 for 
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timeline). Since the survey was anonymous, consent was given when participants read instructions and 
pressed submit to move forward with the survey. The survey results were automatically received into an 
online database once the participant was finished. During the data collection period, the researcher sent a 
reminder every three days until the data collection deadline had been reached.    
Table 8   
Timeline of Data Collection 
February The researcher obtained email addresses of all coaches, athletic directors, and 
academic support administrators from the selected institutions. 
March The researcher prepared an introductory letter that provided the coach, athletic 
directors, and academic support administrators an overview of the study and 
requested their teams’ participation in the study to be indicated by the submission of 
the email addresses of the women’s basketball players on their respective rosters. 
April 1-30  A series of reminder follow-up emails were sent to those who responded to 
participate during this period until they informed me that the survey had been 
completed. 
April 30  Survey Closed 
 
 
Data Analysis. Data analysis was guided by three research questions found in Table 9. 
Table 9 
 
Data Analysis 
  
Research Questions Analysis Method 
1.   What are the institution-driven conditions (of Barnes’ Model of Student – 
Athlete Success) that exist within the intercollegiate athletic experience? 
Bivariate Correlation 
2.    Is there a relationship between coaches’ influence and student-athlete 
levels of engagement in educationally purposeful activities? 
Simple Linear 
Regression/Multiple 
Regression 
3.   Is coaches’ influence related to student-athlete levels of engagement in 
educationally purposeful activities when controlling for campus climate? 
Hierarchical Multiple 
Regression 
 
Question one was analyzed using the bivariate correlation. The bivariate correlation is a statistical test 
used to determine type and direction of the relationship between different variables.  A multiple 
regression analysis was run to answer question two because coaches’ influence is made up of three 
different constructs that combine to make the coaches’ influence scale. Since there are multiple 
independent variables (coaches’ influence) this is an appropriate statistical test. Question three was 
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analyzed using hierarchical multiple regression in order to control for other variables that may be 
influencing the student-athlete engagement. This statistical test will also allowed for the isolation of the 
measures of coaches’ influence and campus climate to further clarify their impact independent of one 
another. 
Barnes’ Student Athlete Success Model suggests that student engagement is at the center of 
student-athlete success.  All variables in the model are divided into two categories:  student-driven 
behaviors or institution-driven conditions.  The key variable of interest for this study is coaches' 
influence.  According to Barnes’ Student Athlete Success Model, coaches' influence is an institution 
driven condition (or resource) that may also impact student-athlete engagement and overall success. This 
study examined the three overarching questions to provide more insight into how coaches influence 
student-athlete engagement and if a relationship exists, what the implications may be for student-athlete 
success. 
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Chapter 4 
Results 
 
“My hope is that as we bring greater focus on the coach, and that we don’t lose sight of the fact that this 
is much broader than the coach. There is a team effort involved in creating the success of student-
athletes.” 
Jim Haney 
Executive Director 
National Association of Basketball Coaches 
 
 The purpose of this chapter is to report and provide an analysis of the data collected for this 
study. The data for this study were collected using the Student-Athlete Perception of Coaches’ Influence 
on Student Engagement and Student-Athlete Success Survey (SAPCISESASS). The chapter includes an 
overview of the problem and purpose of the study, a descriptive analysis of the data and a summary of the 
presentation and analysis of data. 
Overview of Problem and Purpose of the Study 
 The importance of coaches’ influence on student-athlete success is frequently mentioned. College 
presidents, athletic administrators, and former and current student-athletes have all shared stories about 
the impact of their participation in sports and how their coach has affected their overall personal 
development.  However, a systematic review of the literature did not reveal a widely accepted tool for 
measuring coaches’ influence. The NCAA passed legislation in 2009 attaching an academic score, the 
APR, to the performance record of the head coach as a way of providing a measure for coaches’ influence 
on student-athlete academic progress. However, the APR does not include measures that calculate the 
actions of the coach that contribute to the success or lack of success of the student-athlete.  
As such, this study set out to better define coaches’ influence and to determine whether a 
relationship between coaches’ influence and student engagement exists by asking the following questions: 
1. What are the institution-driven conditions (of Barnes’ Model of Student –Athlete Success) that 
exist within the intercollegiate athletic experience? 
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2. Is there a relationship between coaches’ influence and student-athlete levels of engagement in  
educationally purposeful activities?  
3.   Is coaches’ influence related to student-athlete levels of student engagement in educationally 
purposeful activities when controlling for campus climate? 
Barnes’ framework suggests that coaches’ influence and campus climate are institution-driven conditions 
that may or may not impact engagement. The model suggests an indirect link to post college-going 
outcomes indicative of student-athlete success if a relationship exists between coaches’ influence and 
student-athlete engagement..   
Research Question One 
What are the institution-driven conditions (of Barnes’ Model of Student –Athlete Success) that exist 
within the intercollegiate athletic experience? 
Coaches’ Influence Construct 
 Coaches’ influence is the first variable of Barnes’ Model of Student-Athlete Success. The 
coaches’ influence variable is made up of three elements: the quality of the player/coach relationship, 
player satisfaction with the head coach, and the coaches’ level of encouragement of student-athlete 
participation in educationally purposeful activities.  The quality of the player relationship determines the 
intensity of the relationship. The coach’s characteristics that reflect the coach’s intent to establish good 
rapport and the amount of time the player spends with the coach outside of athletic activities comprise the 
first element.  The second element, player satisfaction with the head coach, deals with the level of comfort 
and agreement the player has with the head coach’s actions concerning non-athletic issues and whether or 
not the player views the actions of the coach as helpful. The third element, the coaches’ level of 
encouragement of student-athlete participation in educationally purposeful activities, examines the 
interaction between the head coach and the student-athlete in enriching educational and academic 
experiences, such as the student-athlete’s participation in community service projects and attendance in 
study hall (see Table 14 for full list). 
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Coach Quality. Student-athletes reported having a quality relationship with their head coach 
while spending little time with their coach outside of athletic activities based on four items from the 
Student-Athlete Perception of Coaches’ Influence, Student Engagement and Student-Athlete Success 
Survey (SAPCISESASS). Participants were asked to respond to the first three items on a four-point Likert 
scale with “never” being the lowest score and “very often” being the highest score. Results for all three 
items showed that over 50% of all respondents reported that their coach was often and very often helpful, 
available and sympathetic (see Table 10). The participants’ response on the fourth item, quality time with 
head coach, revealed that 76% reported spending three hours or less per week with their head coaches in 
activities outside of athletics. 
Table 10 
 
Summary of Item Frequencies for the Coach Quality Subscale 
 
Coach Quality 
% (N) 
Never Sometimes Often Very Often 
Helpful  - N= 135 .7% (1) 23% (31) 28% (38) 48% (65) 
Available - N= 135 .7% (1) 21% (28) 30% (40) 49% (66) 
Sympathetic  - N=133 7% (10) 28% (38) 28% (38) 35% (47) 
 
0-3 hours 
4-7 hours 
8-11 hours 12 or more 
hours 
Time  - N=133 76% (103) 
          
22% (30) 2% (2) 0%  (0) 
 
With regard to the four items of the Coach Quality Subscale, inter-item correlation reveals 
significant correlations between the first three variables - helpful, available, and sympathetic.  The time 
variable was significant, but the correlations with the other variables were considerably smaller than the 
other three variables. (see Table 11). This is noteworthy because amount of time spent with a coach 
outside of athletic activities may not be a strong factor in determining the quality of the player/coach 
relationship.  This was expected since the time variable is measuring a different dimension of the quality 
of the relationship. 
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Table 11 
Inter-Item Correlation’s of the Coach Quality Subscalec  
 
 Available Sympathetic Time 
Helpful .711** .727** .317** 
Available  .718** .205* 
Sympathetic   .313** 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the >05 level (2-tailed). 
b. Listwise N=133 
 
Coach Activities. The top three activities student-athletes participated in with their head coach 
outside of athletic activities were team building, personal goal setting, and personal counseling/advising. 
These three activities each received a 50% or greater response rate, while academic goal setting followed 
closely with 44% of the student-athletes responding that they participate in this activity with their head 
coach. 
Table 12 
Coach Activities  
Rank Activity Frequency Percentage 
1 Team Building Exercises 98 73% 
2 Personal Goal Setting 87 64% 
3 Personal Counseling/Advising 68 50% 
4 Academic Goal Setting 59 44% 
5 Academic Counseling/Advising 46 34% 
6 Academic scheduling 39 29% 
7 Mentoring 37 27% 
8 Other 21 16% 
9 Job Shadowing 4 3% 
 
Coach Satisfaction.  Student-athletes reported being satisfied with their off-court relationship 
with the head coach based on two items from the Student-Athlete Perception of Coaches’ Influence, 
Student Engagement and Student-Athlete Success Survey (SAPCISESASS) and indicated they would 
attend the same institution again if the current head coach remained.  Participants were asked to respond 
to the two items on a four-point Likert scale. The first item of the Coach Satisfaction Subscale was 
satisfaction with their relationship with the coach, with responses ranging from “poor,” - the lowest score, 
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to  “excellent” - the highest score. Results for this item showed that over 50% of all respondents believed 
their off-court relationship with their head coach was positive (good or excellent) (see Table 13).  
Table 13 
 
Summary of Item Frequencies for the Coach Satisfaction Subscale 
 
Coach Satisfaction 
% (N) 
Poor Fair Good Excellent 
Relationship -  N= 135 
8 % (11) 27% (36) 39% (53) 26% (35) 
 Definitely No Probably No Probably Yes Definitely Yes 
School Choice - N=133 6% (8) 
          
16% (21) 49% (66) 29%  (39) 
 
The second item of the Coach Satisfaction Subscale (found in Table 13) is satisfaction with 
school choice based on the head coach.  A majority of the student-athletes responded in the affirmative 
that they would attend the same institution again if the current head coach were still employed there. The 
correlation between relationship and school choice was significant, r(132) = .581**, p < .001, 
demonstrating a strong relationship between the variables with a coefficient of determination of r2=.337. 
Coaches’ Encouragement of Educationally Purposeful Activities.  The top educationally 
purposeful activities student-athletes perceive their head coach encouraging are graduation, study hall 
attendance, class attendance, community service, serious conversations with other students of different 
economic/social status, and participation in a practicum. This final element of the coaches’ influence 
construct examines the interaction between the head coach and the student-athlete in enriching 
educational and academic experiences (see Table 14). Participants were asked to indicate their agreement 
with their perception of the head coaches’ encouragement of participation in educationally purposeful 
activities using a four-point Likert scale, with the lowest responses indicating a lack of encouragement or 
very little encouragement by head coach and the highest scores indicating strong amounts of 
encouragement from the head coach. 
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Table 14.  
Description of Items for Coaches’ Encouragement of Educationally Purposeful Activities Variable 
Educational Experiences Academic Experiences 
Practicum/Internships  
(Practicum) 
High academic performance and achievement 
(High Academic Performance) 
Community Service/Volunteer Work (Community 
Service) 
Graduation  
(Graduation) 
Electronic medium participation to complete an 
assignment (email, social media, etc.) (Electronic 
Medium) 
Study Hall attendance (Study Hall Attendance) 
Serious conversations with students different from 
your own race (Different Ethnicity) 
Class attendance  
(Class Attendance) 
Serious conversations with students with different 
religious, political and personal beliefs and values 
(Different Religious and Political Beliefs and 
Values) 
Use of tutors and other academic support 
personnel 
(Academic Support Services) 
Serious conversations with students from 
difference economic and social backgrounds 
(Different Economic/Social Status) 
Frequent grade checks throughout each semester 
(Grade Checks) 
 Time management 
(Time Management)  
 
Results revealed that over 50% of the student-athletes perceived their coaches strongly 
encouraged engagement in 10 of 13 of the items. When examining the academic experiences more 
closely, over 75% of student-athletes perceived their coaches to be strongly encouraging of their 
engagement in academic experiences. This indicated that student-athletes perceived their coaches to be 
more encouraging of their participation in academic experiences than in educational experiences. In Table 
15, are the frequency and percentage of participants who indicated “often” or “very often” on the Likert 
scale. 
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Table 15 
Summary of Item Frequencies for the Coaches’ Encouragement of Educationally Purposeful Activities 
Subscale  
 
Educational Experiences F % Academic Experiences F % 
Practicum - N= 133 69 52% High Academic Performance 
n= 131  
113 86% 
Community Service -  N= 134 
91 68% Graduation -  N=131 118 90% 
Electronic Medium - N=134 21 15% 
Study Hall Attendance - N=131 
117 89% 
Different Ethnicity N=134 54 40% 
Class Attendance - N=129 
117 91% 
Different Religious and Political Beliefs and 
Values  - N=134 
44 33% Academic Support Services - N= 
130 
103 79% 
Different Economic/Social Status -N=134 72 54% Grade Checks - N=130 105 81% 
   Time Management - N=130 101 78% 
 
Relevant to the top three educational experiences encouraged by head coaches (see Table 16), the 
correlation between community service and practicum was significant, r(129) = .575**, p < .001, 
demonstrating a strong relationship between the variables with a coefficient of determination of r2 = .330.   
The correlation between community service and conversations with students from different 
economic/social backgrounds was significant r(129) = .466**, p <.001, demonstrating a moderate 
relationship between the variables with a coefficient of determination of r2= .217. The correlation between 
practicum and conversations with students from different economic/social backgrounds was significant 
r(129) = .337**, p<.001, demonstrating a moderate relationship between the variables with a coefficient 
of determination of r2=.113.  Coaches’ encouragement of athletic participation did not correlate with any 
of the other educational experiences and was deleted from the subscale. The highest correlations existed 
among three items dealing with diversity –  
• serious conversations with students from different ethnicities, 
• serious conversations with different religious, political and personal beliefs and values, 
and  
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• serious conversations with different economic and social status. 
Table 16 
Inter-item Correlations of Item Coaches’ Encouragement of Educationally Purposeful Activities Subscale 
– Educational Experiencesb 
 
Community 
Service 
Electronic 
Medium Ethnicity 
Religious 
BeliefsPoliti
cs 
Economic 
Social 
Timespent 
SportParticipation 
Practicum .575** .233** .337** .317** .337** -.033 
CommunityService  .295** .406** .366** .466** -.001 
ElectronicMedium   .386** .381** .343** -.147 
Ethnicity    .699** .549** -.065 
ReligiousBeliefsPolitics     .625** .017 
EconomicSocial      .022 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
b. Listwise N=131 
 
With regard to the top three academic experiences (see Table 17), the correlation between 
graduation and study hall attendance was significant, r(127) = .713**, p < .001, demonstrating a strong 
relationship between the variables with a coefficient of determination of r2 = .508.  The correlation 
between graduation and class attendance was significant r(127) = .752**, p <.001, demonstrating a 
strong relationship between the variables with a coefficient of determination of r2 = .565. The correlation 
between study hall attendance and class attendance was significant r(127) = .833**, p<.001, 
demonstrating a very strong relationship between the variables with a coefficient of determination of 
r2=.693.  All items were significantly and highly correlated indicating a strong, positive relationship for 
coaches’ encouragement of academic experiences.   
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Table 17 
 Inter-item Correlations of Coaches’ Encouragement of Educationally Purposeful Activities Subscale – 
Academic Experiencesb 
 
 Graduation 
StudyHall 
Attendance 
Class 
Attendance 
Academic 
Support 
Services 
Grade 
Checks 
Time 
Management 
HighAcademicPerformance .808** .719** .705** .648** .644** .677** 
Graduation  .713** .752** .683** .635** .653** 
StudyHallAttendance   .833** .700** .784** .646** 
ClassAttendance    .670** .716** .637** 
AcademicSupportServices     .747** .802** 
GradeChecks      .775** 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
b. Listwise N=129 
 
Summary of Coaches’ Influence.  Overall, student-athletes reported strong positive responses to 
the three measures of coaches’ influence. The Coach’s Influence Scale combined 19 items from the 
Coach Quality Subscale ( a=.82), the Coach Satisfaction Subscale ( a=.73)  and the Coach Encouragement 
of Educationally Purposeful Activities Subscale (a=.92).  Cronbach’s alpha for the combined scale was 
.94 and represents high internal consistency and reliability. Based on the high internal consistency and 
reliability scores of the three measures, it is safe to suggest that the constructs are a valid measure of 
coaches’ influence on activities outside of the court.  Thus providing a better description of how the 
coaches’ influence construct of Barnes’ Model of Student-Athlete Success is operationalized as an 
institution-driven condition of the intercollegiate athletic experience. The next part of the descriptive 
analysis addressed the engagement construct. 
Engagement Construct 
Academic and Diversity Engagement. The top academic engagement activities student-athlete’s 
reported having already completed were community service projects and foreign language coursework. 
Student-athletes also reported engaging in frequent use of electronic media (email, social media, etc.) to 
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complete assignments. Student-athletes reported frequent involvement in serious conversations with those 
of different economic and social status, different religious and political beliefs, and of different 
ethnicities.  The student engagement construct is a complex variable that encompasses several dimensions 
combining both student-driven behaviors and institution-driven conditions. Participants were asked to 
indicate their level of engagement in educationally purposeful activities using benchmark items taken 
from the Enriching Educational Experiences Subscale of the NSSE survey (see Table 18). Participants 
responded to the eight items of the Engagement Academic Subscale on a four-point Likert scale with “do 
not plan to do” being the lowest score and “done” indicating highest score. Results for all eight items 
showed that community service was the only item that over 50% of all respondents reported engagement. 
in or completed.  The other two categories students indicated that they planned to engage in were 
practicums and senior culminating experience. Also, 77% of students reported using an electronic 
medium “often-very often” to be engaged in coursework and for completing assignments.    
With respect to participant responses to the Diversity Engagement Subscale, the top results for all 
three items of the scale showed high levels of diverse engagement experiences. A four-point Likert scale, 
with “never” being the lowest score and “very often” being the highest score, was used for the three items 
of the Diversity Engagement Subscale. Having serious conversations with others of a different 
economic/social status received the highest scores, with 79% of the respondents reporting that they are 
engaged  “often-very often” with those from different economic and social status. Having serious 
conversations with people from different religious and political beliefs and values received the second 
highest scores, with 71% of the respondents reporting that they are engaged “often - very often” with 
those with different religious and political beliefs and values. Having serious conversations with someone 
of another ethnicity was third, with 68% of the respondents reporting high levels of engagement with 
other ethnicities. 
 
 
 
  
 72 
Table 18 
Summary of Item Frequencies for Engagement (N in parentheses)  
Academic Engagement 
% (N) 
Do Not 
Plan to Do 
Undecided Plan to 
Do 
Done 
Practicum/Internships  - N= 131 3% (4) 
 
14% (18) 68% (89) 15% (20) 
Community Service - N= 132 
1% (1) 8% (10) 33% (43) 59% (78) 
Learning Community - N=132 17% (22) 35% (46) 36% (47) 13% (17) 
Foreign Language - N=130 26% (34) 21% (27) 14% (18) 39% (51) 
Study Abroad - N=131 44% (58) 25% (33) 22% (29) 8% (11) 
Independent Study - N=130 44% (58) 24% (31) 27% (35) 5% (6) 
Senior Culminating Experience - N=131 15% (19) 25% (33) 54% (71) 5% (8) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Never  Sometimes Often Very 
Often 
Electronic medium participation to complete an 
assignment (email, social media, etc.) - N=131 
8% (10) 16% (21) 36% (47) 41% (53) 
 
Diversity Engagement 
 
Never  
 
Sometimes 
 
Often 
 
Very 
Often 
Serious conversations with students different 
from your own race - N=131 
5% (6) 27% (35) 34% (45) 34% (45) 
Serious conversations with students with 
different religious, political and personal beliefs 
and values - N=131 
5% (6) 24% (32) 37% (49) 34% (44) 
Serious conversations with students from 
difference economic and social backgrounds - 
N=131 
3% (4) 18% (24) 
 
43% (56) 
 
36% (47) 
 
Relevant to the top three academic engagement items (see Table 19), the correlation between 
community service and practicum was significant r(129) = .190, p < .005, demonstrating a weak 
relationship between the variables with a coefficient of determination of r2 = .04. The correlation between 
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community service and culminating senior experience was significant r(129) = .242, p < .001, 
demonstrating a weak relationship between the variables with a coefficient of determination of r2 = .06.   
Table 19 
 
Inter-item Correlations of the Academic Engagement Subscale 
 
 
Community
Service 
Learning 
Community 
Foreign 
Language 
Study 
Abroad 
Independent
Study 
Culminating
Senior 
Experience 
Electronic 
Medium 
Practicum .190* -.030 .212* .175* -.082 .196* -.006 
Community Service 
 
.068 .148 -.040 -.092 .242** .068 
Learning Community 
  
.067 .018 .247** .198* -.035 
Foreign Language 
   
.305** .229** .236** .145 
Study Abroad 
    
.304** .166 .022 
Independent Study 
     
.397** .124 
Culminating Senior 
Experience 
      
.124 
 
 With regard to the three items of the Diversity Engagement Subscale, the correlation between 
engagement with people of different ethnicities and different religious beliefs and values, and politics was 
significant r(129) = .814, p < .001, demonstrating a strong relationship between the variables with a 
coefficient of determination of r2 = .66. The correlation between different ethnicities and different 
economic/social background was significant r(129) = .462, p < .001, demonstrating a moderate 
relationship between the variables with a coefficient of determination of r2 = .21.  
 Summary of Engagement.  Overall, student-athletes reported limited engagement in most 
academic experiences, with the exception of community service projects and foreign language 
coursework. On the other hand, student-athletes reported having various diversity engagement 
experiences with those of diverse backgrounds. The Engagement construct was comprised of diverse 
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academic experiences fostered by the institution. To assess the reliability of the engagement items, 
Cronbach’s alpha was computed for the Academic Engagement Subscale and the Diversity Engagement 
Subscale. Cronbach’s alpha for the Academic Engagement Subscale was .554, indicating that the items 
form a scale that has low internal consistency and reliability.  Contrarily, the alpha for the Diversity 
Engagement Subscale (.789) indicated good internal consistency and reliability. This analysis gives us a 
better description of how student-athletes are engaged in educationally purposeful activities.  The next 
part of the descriptive analysis addressed the personal and social development construct. 
Personal and Social Development Construct 
 Personal and social development refers to character development of moral, ethical and emotional 
growth. Student-athletes reported that coaches have the strongest impact on their developing a personal 
code of ethics, understanding themselves, contributing to the welfare of the community and learning 
effectively on their own. Participants were asked to indicate their perception of their coaches’ impact on 
their personal and social development, using items from the NSSE 2011 Gains in Personal and Social 
Development Subscale (see Table 20).  Participants responded to six items of the Personal and Social 
Development Subscale on a four-point Likert scale, with “very little” being the lowest score and “ very 
much” indicating the highest score. Results for all six items showed that over 55% of the student-athletes 
perceived their coaches to impact their personal and social development in four areas: developing a 
personal code of values and ethics, understanding yourself (self-awareness), contributing to the welfare of 
your community and learning effectively on your own (independent learning). 
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Table 20 
 Summary of Item Frequencies for Personal and Social Development Subscale (N in parentheses) 
Personal and Social Development 
% (N) 
Very Little Some Quite a 
Bit 
Very 
Much 
Voting in elections (Voting) - N= 134 62% (83) 14% (19) 19% (26) 4% (6) 
Learning effectively on your own (Independent 
Learning) - N = 134 
22% (30) 21% (28) 38% (51) 19% (25) 
Understanding yourself (Self-Awareness) - N = 134 16% (21) 19% (26) 33% (45) 31% (42) 
Understanding people of other racial ethnic 
backgrounds (Diversity) - N= 134 
27% (37) 22% (30) 33% (45) 16% (21) 
Developing a personal code of values and ethics 
(Ethics) - N=134 
16% (22) 18% (24) 32% (43) 33% (45) 
Contributing to the welfare of your community 
(Community Welfare) – N= 134 
17% (23) 19% (25) 30% (41) 33% (45) 
 
With regard to personal and social development items, all items were significantly correlated, 
with the exception one item. Correlations with the voting variable (while significant) were much lower 
than the other variables. Relevant to the top four personal and social development items (see Table 21), 
the correlation between independent learning and self-awareness was significant r(132) = .806, p < .001, 
demonstrating a strong relationship between the variables with a coefficient of determination of r2 = .65. 
The correlation between self-awareness and ethics, r(132) -= .741, p < .001, demonstrated a strong 
relationship between the variables with a coefficient of determination of r2 = .62.  The correlation between 
ethics and community welfare, r(132) = .786, p < .001, demonstrated a strong relationship between the 
variables with a coefficient of determination of r2 = .55.     
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Table 21  
 Inter-item Correlations of the Personal and Social Development Subscale 
 
 Voting 
Independent 
Learning 
Self 
Awareness Diversity Ethics 
Community 
Welfare 
Voting  - .461** .454** .542** .369** .476** 
Independent 
Learning 
  - .806** .696** .691** .558** 
Self 
Awareness 
   - .699** .786** .625** 
Diversity     - .709** .689** 
Ethics      - .741** 
Community 
Welfare 
      - 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
b. Listwise N=132 
 
Summary of Personal and Social Development.  Overall, student-athletes perceived that their 
coaches impacted their overall personal and social development. Personal and social development refers 
to character development of moral, ethical and emotional growth. To assess the reliability of these 
personal and social development items, Cronbach’s alpha was computed. Cronbach’s alpha for the 
Personal and Social Development Subscale was .91, indicating that the items form a scale that has high 
internal consistency and reliability. The next part of the descriptive analysis examined the campus climate 
construct. 
Campus Climate 
Student-athletes reported having positive relationships with other students, faculty, administrators 
and assistant coaches. Student –athletes reported that the campus environment was supportive of their 
academic, non-academic and social needs. Campus climate refers to the quality of relationships with 
peers, faculty/staff, administrators and assistant coaches and level of academic and social support 
provided to student-athletes by the institution (i.e., tutoring, counseling, etc.). Four items from the 
SAPCISESASS were used to examine campus relationships.  Participants were asked to respond to the 
four items on a four-point Likert scale describing their perception of campus relationships with “very 
  
 77 
unfriendly/unsupportive” being the lowest score and “very friendly/supportive” being the highest score.  
Results for all four items indicated that over 92% of all respondents reported that their relationships with 
campus personnel were somewhat friendly/supportive to very friendly/supportive (see Table 22).  Three 
items from the SAPCISESASS were used to examine campus support.  Participants were asked to 
respond to the three items on a four-point Likert scale with “very little” being the lowest score and “very 
much” being the highest score.  Results revealed that 93% of the participants believed they were receiving 
the academic support they needed to succeed. In terms of non-academic support, 66% participants 
believed there were resources available to help them cope with issues related to work, family, etc. Also, 
71% of the participants believed the institution provided support they needed to thrive socially. 
Table 22 
Summary of Item Frequencies for Campus Climate 
Campus Relationships 
% (N) 
Very 
Unfriendly/
Unsupporti
ve 
Somewh
at 
Unfriend
ly/Unsup
portive 
Somewh
at 
Friendly
/Support
ive 
Very 
Friendly/
Supportiv
e 
Students - N= 132 0% (0) 4% (5) 53% (70) 43% (57) 
Faculty - N= 132 0% (0) 5% (6) 55% (74) 39% (52) 
Administrators - N=132 1% (1) 7% (9) 52% (69) 40% (53) 
Assistant Coaches - N=132 1% (1) 6% (8) 42% (55) 52% (68) 
 
Campus Support 
% (N) 
Very Little Some Quite a 
Bit 
Very 
Much 
Academic Support - N=132 1% (1) 7% (9) 33% (43) 60% (79) 
Non-Academic Support - N=132 6% (8) 27% (36) 39% (52) 27% (36) 
Social Support - N=132 4% (5) 25% (33) 43% (57) 28% (37) 
 
Inter-item correlations for the Campus Relationships Subscale revealed significant positive 
correlations among all items, with the highest correlations between faculty and administrators, r(130) = 
.689, p <.001, demonstrating a strong relationship between the variables with a coefficient of 
determination of  r2 = .47. The second highest correlation was between faculty and students, r(130) = 
.668, p.<001, demonstrating a strong relationship between the variables with a coefficient of 
determination of r2 = .45. 
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Similarly, inter-item correlations for the Campus Support Subscale indicated significant positive 
correlations among all items, with the highest correlations between non-academic support and social 
support, r(130) = .839, p <.001, demonstrating a very strong relationship between the variables with a 
coefficient of determination of r2 =70. The second highest correlation was between non-academic support 
and academic support, r(130) = .580, p.<001, demonstrating a strong relationship between the variables 
with a coefficient of determination of r2 =.34. 
Summary of Campus Climate.  Overall, student-athletes felt supported by personnel at the 
institution and through the services provided by the institution. The Campus Climate Scale combines all 
seven items from the Campus Relationships Subscale (a =.79) and Campus Support Subscale (a =.85).   
Cronbach’s alpha for the combined scale is .81 and represents high internal consistency and reliability 
indicating that these are valid measures of the campus climate construct of Barnes’ Model of Student-
Athlete Success. The next part of the descriptive analysis addressed the time demands of student-athletes. 
Time Demands 
 Student-athletes spend a majority of their time participating in activities related to their sport      
(i.e., practice, team travel, strength and conditioning, film sessions, etc.). Time demands were defined as 
the amount of time student-athletes were engaged in co-curricular and athletic activities.  In a review of 
frequencies for each variable, 87% of the participants reported spending less than 5 hours per week 
participating in co-curricular activities. Conversely, 73% of the student-athletes reported spending 16 or 
more hours per week participating in intercollegiate athletic activities.  
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Table 23 
Summary of Item Frequencies for Time Demands 
Time Demands 
% (N) 
0-5 hours 6-15 
hours 
16 to 25 
hours 
26 or 
more 
hours 
Time spent participating in co-curricular activities 
(student activities, Greek organizations, etc.) - N= 
132 
87% (115) 11% (14) 2% (2) .7% (1) 
Time spent participating in intercollegiate athletic 
activities (practices, strength and conditioning, film 
sessions, etc.)  - N= 132 
8% (11) 18% (24) 52% (70) 21% (27) 
 
Research Question Two 
Is there a relationship between coaches’ influence and student-athlete levels of engagement in 
educationally purposeful activities?  
Several statistical analyses were used to answer this question. A bivariate correlation was run to 
determine if a relationship existed between variables. Secondly, a linear regression was conducted to 
determine whether the independent variable (coaches’ influence) was a predictor of the dependent 
variables (diversity engagement, academic engagement, personal and social development. The final 
statistical analysis used was multiple regression. Since the coaches’ influence construct consisted of three 
measures, there was a need to distinguish the extent to which each of the three measures of the coaches’ 
influence (individually) predicted the dependent variables.  
 Coaches’ Influence and Diversity Engagement. A statistically significant relationship was found  
to exist between coaches’ influence and diversity engagement, but the effect was very small. Of the three 
measures of coaches’ influence, coaches’ encouragement of educationally purposeful activities was the 
best predictor of diversity engagement out of the three measures of coaches’ influence.  A bivariate 
correlation was computed to determine if a relationship existed between coaches’ influence and student-
athlete levels of engagement existed.  Results showed a significant positive correlation between coaches’ 
  
 80 
influence and diversity engagement, r(120) = .262, p <.05, demonstrating a weak relationship between the 
variables with a coefficient of determination of  R2 =.06.  
A linear regression was also computed to investigate whether coaches’ influence could 
statistically predict student-athlete levels of diversity engagement. Assumptions of linearity and normal 
distributions were checked and met and coaches’ influence, accounting for 6% of the variance in student-
athlete levels of diversity engagement. The regression equation was: 
 predicted diversity engagement = 6.142 + (0.50 x coaches’ influence). 
Coaches’ influence significantly predicted student-athlete levels of diversity engagement, F (1, 120) = 
8.873, p <.05, adjusted R2  = .061.  According to Cohen (1988), this is a very small effect size. The beta 
weights, presented in Table 24, indicate that a one-unit increase in the coaches’ influence score results in 
.05 increase in student-athlete level of diversity engagement.   
 A multiple regression was run to examine the three measures of coaches’ influence, coach 
quality, coach satisfaction, and coach encouragement of educationally purposeful activities, and which 
variables best predict diversity engagement.  These variables significantly predicted diversity engagement, 
F (3, 118) = 5.166, p < .05, adjusted R2 = .09. Regression coefficients and standard errors can be found in 
Table 25.  Only coaches encouragement of educationally purposeful activities was shown to significantly 
contribute to the equation, β =.43, p < 001. However, all variables needed to be included to obtain this 
result, since the overall F value was computed with all of the variables in the equation. Results from the 
multiple regression analysis point to the significance of head coaches encouraging student-athlete 
participation in educationally purposeful activities. 
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Table 24 
Simple Linear Regression Analysis Summary for Coaches’ Influence Predicting Diversity Engagement, 
Academic Engagement and Personal and Social Development  
Diversity Engagementa 
Variable 
(N= 122) 
B SEB β 
(Constant) 
Coaches’ Influence 
6.142 
.050 
.989 
.017 
 
.262* 
Academic Engagementb 
Variable 
(N= 120) 
B SEB β 
(Constant) 
Coaches’ Influence 
16.007 
.088 
1.709 
.029 
 
.267* 
Personal and Social Developmentc 
Variable 
(N= 122) 
B SEB β 
(Constant) 
Coaches’ Influence 
-5.776 
.362 
1.492 
.026 
 
.791** 
 
a
 Note: Adj. R2 = .061; F (1,120) =8.873, p < .05;b Note: Adj. R2 = .063; F (1,118) =9.029, p < .05c Note: Adj. R2 = .063; F (1,120) 
=201.064, p < .001 
*p <.05;** p < .001 
 
Table 25  
 
Multiple Linear Regression Analysis Summary for Coaches’ Influence Predicting Diversity Engagement, 
Academic Engagement and Personal and Social Development  
Diversity Engagement 
Variable 
(N= 122) 
B SEB β 
(Constant) 
Coach Quality 
Coach Satisfaction 
Coach Encouragement of Educationally 
Purposeful Activities 
6.386 
.068 
-.405 
.112 
.934 
.114 
.198 
.033 
 
.079 
-.282 
.428** 
Academic Engagement 
Variable 
(N= 120) 
B SEB β 
(Constant) 
Coach Quality 
Coach Satisfaction 
Coach Encouragement of Educationally 
Purposeful Activities 
16.492 
.148 
-.333 
.129 
1.660 
.200 
.350 
.057 
 
.099 
-.132 
.290* 
Personal and Social Development 
Variable 
(N= 124) 
B SEB β 
(Constant) -5.354 1.405  
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Coach Quality 
Coach Satisfaction 
Coach Encouragement of Educationally 
Purposeful Activities 
.721 
.307 
.285 
.174 
.293 
.050 
.351** 
.091 
.451** 
*p <.05;** p < .001 
 
Coaches’ Influence and Academic Engagement. A statistically significant relationship exists 
between coaches’ influence and academic engagement, but the effect is very small. Out of the three 
measures of coaches’ influence, coaches’ encouragement of educationally purposeful activities was 
identified as the best predictor of academic engagement. A bivariate correlation was computed to 
determine if a relationship between coaches’ influence and student-athlete levels of engagement existed.  
Results showed a significant positive correlation between coaches’ influence and academic engagement, r 
(118) = .267, p <.05,  demonstrating a weak relationship between the variables with a coefficient of 
determination of  r2 =.071. 
A linear regression was also computed to investigate whether coaches’ influence could 
statistically predict student-athlete levels of academic engagement. Assumptions of linearity and normal 
distributions were checked and met and coaches’ influence, accounting for 7% of the variance in student-
athlete levels of academic engagement. The regression equation was: 
 predicted academic engagement = 6.142 + (0.50 x coaches’ influence). 
Coaches’ influence significantly predicted student-athlete levels of academic engagement, F (1, 118) = 
9.029, p <.05, adjusted R2  = .063.  The adjusted R2  indicates that the effect size is very small.   A closer 
examination of the beta weights presented in Table 24 indicate that student-athlete level of academic 
engagement increases .088 for every one-unit increase in the coaches’ influence score. 
A multiple regression was run to examine the three measures of coaches’ influence -  coach 
quality, coach satisfaction, and coach encouragement of educationally purposeful activities - and which 
variables best predicted academic engagement.  These variables significantly predicted academic 
engagement, F (3, 116) = 3.281, p < .05, adjusted R2 = .05. Regression coefficients and standard errors 
can be found in Table 25.  Only coaches’ encouragement of educationally purposeful activities 
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significantly contributed to the equation, β =.290, p < 001. Since the overall F value was computed with 
all of the variables in the equation, all variables were needed to obtain this result.  
Coaches’ Influence and Personal and Social Development. A statistically significant relationship 
exists between coaches’ influence and personal and social development and the effect is very large. Of 
the three measures of coaches’ influence, coaches’ encouragement of educationally purposeful activities 
and coach quality are the two best predictors of personal and social development. A bivariate correlation 
was computed to determine if a relationship between coaches’ influence and student-athlete levels of 
engagement existed.  Results indicated a significant positive correlations between coaches’ influence and 
academic engagement, r (120) = .791, p <.001, demonstrating a very strong relationship between the 
variables with a coefficient of determination of  r2 =.626. 
A linear regression was also computed to investigate whether coaches’ influence could 
statistically predict student-athlete levels of personal and social development. Assumptions of linearity 
and normal distributions were checked and met and coaches’ influence accounting for 63% of the 
variance in student-athlete levels of personal and social development. The regression equation was: 
 predicted personal and social development = -5.776 + (0.362x coaches’ influence). 
Coaches’ influence significantly predicted student-athlete levels of personal and social development, F (1, 
120) = 201.064, p <.001, adjusted R2 = .623.  According to Cohen (1988) this is a very large effect size. 
The beta weights, presented in Table 24 indicate that a one unit increase in the coaches’ influence score 
results in .362 increase in student-athlete level of personal and social development.  
 A multiple regression was run to examine the three measures of coaches’ influence - coach 
quality, coach satisfaction, and coach encouragement of educationally purposeful activities - and which 
variables best predict personal and social development.  These variables significantly predicted personal 
and social development, F (3, 120) = 73.288, p < .05, adjusted R2 = .64. Regression coefficients and 
standard errors can be found in Table 25.  Both coach quality and coaches’ encouragement of 
educationally purposeful activities significantly contributed to the equation, β =.35 and β =.45 
respectively , p < 001 indicating that one standard deviation of change in either coach quality or coaches’ 
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encouragement of educationally purposeful activities measures would mean a .35 and .45 (respectively) 
increase in the student-athlete’s personal development. 
Research Question Three 
Is coaches’ influence related to student-athlete levels of student engagement in educationally 
purposeful activities when controlling for campus climate? 
  To answer this question a regression model was run controlling for campus climate. The use of 
the hierarchical regression analyses allowed the researcher to control for other potentially confounding 
variables and focus on the measures of coaches’ influence. 
 Coaches’ Influence and Diversity Engagement. A statistically significant relationship exists 
between coaches’ influence and diversity engagement, when controlling for campus climate, but the effect 
is very small. The strongest predictors of diversity engagement are campus support from the campus 
climate scale and coach satisfaction and coaches’ encouragement of educationally purposeful activities 
from the coaches’ influence scale. A hierarchical multiple regression was run to determine the effect of 
measures of coaches’ influence on student-athlete levels of diversity engagement while controlling for 
campus climate. See Table 26 for full details on each regression model. Model 1 shows that campus 
climate accounted for a very small portion of the variance in the dependent variable, R2 = .11, F (2,119) = 
7.607, p <.001). The addition of coaches’ influence subscales (coach quality, coach satisfaction, coach’s 
encouragement of educationally purposeful activities) led to a statistically significant, increase in R2 = 
.19, F (3, 116) = 3.573; adjusted R2 = .15, p < .001.  
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Table 26 
 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting Diversity Engagement, Academic Engagement and Personal 
and Social Development from Campus Climate and Coaches’ Influence 
Diversity Engagement 
 Model 1 Model 2 
Variable 
(N= 122) 
B β B β 
(Constant) 
Campus Relationships 
Campus Support 
Coach Quality 
Coach Satisfaction 
Coach Encouragement of Educationally 
Purposeful Activities 
 
R2 
F 
∆ R2 
∆ F 
5.055 
.083 
.308 
 
 
 
 
 
.11** 
7.607** 
.11** 
7.607** 
 
.074 
.300** 
3.720 
.140 
.234 
.008 
-.448 
.099 
 
 
.188* 
5.384** 
.075* 
3.573* 
 
 
 
.125 
.228* 
.009 
-.312* 
.379* 
Academic Engagement 
 Model 1 Model 2 
Variable 
(N= 122) 
B β B β 
(Constant) 
Campus Relationships 
Campus Support 
Coach Quality 
Coach Satisfaction 
Coach Encouragement of Educationally 
Purposeful Activities 
 
R2 
F 
∆ R2 
∆ F 
21.505 
-.366 
.480 
 
 
 
 
 
.071* 
4.437 
.071* 
4.437 
 
.-.188 
.268* 
19.415 
-.369 
.300 
.192 
-.271 
.094 
 
 
.114 
2.931* 
.043 
1.861 
 
.-.190  
.167 
.119 
-.107 
.211 
Personal and Social Development 
 Model 1 Model 2 
Variable 
(N= 122) 
B β B β 
(Constant) 
Campus Relationships 
Campus Support 
Coach Quality 
Coach Satisfaction 
Coach Encouragement of Educationally 
7.600 
-.167 
1.040 
 
 
 
 
.-.062 
.426** 
-2.744 
-.242 
.188 
.729 
.311 
.278 
 
-.090 
.077 
.331** 
.091 
.445** 
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Purposeful Activities 
 
R2 
F 
∆ R2 
∆ F 
 
 
.164** 
11.707** 
.164** 
11.707** 
 
 
.636** 
40.502** 
.471** 
50.048** 
*p <.05;** p < .001 
 
Coaches’ Influence and Academic Engagement. No relationship was found to exist between 
coaches’ influence and academic engagement, when controlling for campus climate. A hierarchical 
multiple regression was run to determine the effect of measures of coaches’ influence on student-athlete 
levels of academic engagement while controlling for campus climate. See Table 26 for full details on 
each regression model. Model 1 indicates that campus climate accounted for a very small portion of the 
variance in the dependent variable, R2 = .071, F (2,117) = 4.437, p <.05. The addition of coaches’ 
influence subscales (coach quality, coach satisfaction, coaches’ encouragement of educationally 
purposeful activities) did not lead to a statistically significant, increase in R2 = .11, F (3, 114) = 2.931; 
adjusted R2 = .11, p > .001. 
Coaches’ Influence and Personal and Social Development. A statistically significant relationship 
was found to exist between coaches’ influence and personal and social development when controlling for 
campus climate and the effect is large. The strongest predictors of personal and social development were 
coach quality and coaches’ encouragement of educationally purposeful activities from the coaches’ 
influence scale. A hierarchical multiple regression was run to determine the effect of measures of 
coaches’ influence on student-athlete levels of personal and social development while controlling for 
campus climate. See Table 26 for full details on each regression model. Model 1 shows that campus 
climate accounts for a small portion of the variance in the dependent variable, R2 = .164, F (2,119) = 
11.707, p <.001). The addition of coaches’ influence sub scales (coach quality, coach satisfaction, 
coach’s encouragement of educationally purposeful activities) led to a statistically significant, increase in 
R2 = .636, F (3, 116) = 40.502; adjusted R2 = .620, p < .001.  
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Summary 
Results from the survey revealed that overall student-athletes had a positive relationship with 
their coach, were satisfied with their relationship and would choose to return to attend the same institution 
if the same coach were still employed there. However, student-athletes reported spending very little time 
(three hours or less per week) with their head coach outside of athletic activities. Time with their coach 
outside of athletic activities was spent participating in team building activities, personal 
counseling/advising and/or personal goal setting.  Coaches also are strong encouragers of student-athlete 
participation in community service projects, practicums/internships, graduation, study hall attendance and 
class attendance. This may explain why coaches’ encouragement of educationally purposeful activities 
was a significant predictor in most of the regression models.  
Student-athletes reported spending their time being mostly engaged in community service 
projects and foreign language coursework. They also reported using electronic media to complete 
assignments. With regard to diversity, student-athletes reported high levels of engagement with people 
who were diverse in terms of ethnicity, economic and social status, religious and political beliefs.  
Student-athletes reported spending at least 16 or more hours per week engaged in athletic activities 
(practices, team travel, strength and conditioning, etc.). Overall, the campus climate was supportive and 
relationships with various campus constituencies were positive. Student-athletes believed that their head 
coach played a significant role in their personal and social development. The areas of strongest influence, 
as indicated by the student-athletes, were developing a personal code of ethics, understanding self, 
contributing to the welfare of community, and learning effectively on their own.  
Results from the survey suggested a strong relationship between coaches’ influence and personal 
development even when controlling for campus climate. Contrarily, the survey found a weak relationship 
between coaches’ influence and diversity and academic engagement. When controlling for campus 
climate, campus support, coach satisfaction and coach encouragement of educationally purposeful 
activities were the best predictors of diversity engagement. The addition of campus climate to the 
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academic engagement model revealed that none of the variables were significant predictors of academic 
engagement. With respect to personal and social development, coach quality and coaches’ encouragement 
of educationally purposeful activities were the best predictors. It is noteworthy to mention that a closer 
inspection of the three measures of the coaches’ influence construct revealed that coaches’ 
encouragement of educationally purposeful activities was a predictor of all three outcomes.  
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Chapter 5 
Discussion 
 
“Coaches have to be intentional in their encouragement of activities that lead to student-athlete success.” 
Kiki Baker Barnes 
Athletic Director and Former College Head Women’s Basketball Coach 
Dillard University 
 
 The importance of the coaches’ influence on student-athlete success has been noted on numerous 
occasions by university presidents, former coaches and athletes and others who have participated in 
sports.  As stated in Chapter two, the cycle of reform and research has brought us to the examination of 
individuals who are leaders in sports – head coaches. Since head coaches are constantly interacting with 
student-athletes, it makes sense to take closer look at how their actions impact student-athlete success.  
There is, however, no consensus on how to define coaches’ influence, and the current measure being used 
by the NCAA does not calculate the actions of the head coach.  The literature on student-athlete success 
has focused mainly on how student-athletes’ engagement/participation in sports has impacted their overall 
success.  My study differs from previous studies examining student-athlete engagement in that it focuses 
on the coaches’ influence construct and how it impacts student-athletes’ levels of engagement.  
     This study explored the relationship between head coaches’ influence and the engagement of a 
sample of 135 NCAA Division I women basketball players reporting on 29 head women’s basketball 
coaches and implications for student-athlete success using the Student-Athlete Perception of Coaches’ 
Influence on Student Engagement and Student-Athlete Success survey (SAPCISESASS).  The purpose of 
the SAPCISESASS is to measure student-athletes’ perception of coaches’ influence on two dimensions of 
student -academic engagement and diversity engagement, campus climate and personal and social 
development. Barnes’ Model of Student-Athlete Success was used to help conceptualize coaches’ 
influence, engagement, campus climate and personal and social development. Three questions guided the 
study. They were:  
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1. What are the institution-driven conditions (of Barnes’ Model of Student –Athlete Success) that 
exist within the intercollegiate athletic experience? 
2. Is there a relationship between coaches’ influence and student-athlete levels of engagement in  
educationally purposeful activities?  
3. Is coaches’ influence related to student-athlete levels of engagement in educationally purposeful 
activities when controlling for campus climate?    
Survey results confirmed Barnes’ framework showing that coaches’ influence and campus climate are 
institution driven conditions that have a small impact on engagement, which implies an indirect link to 
persistence, graduation and academic achievement, post college cognitive outcomes indicative of student-
athlete success. Although Barnes’ model suggests indirect links with persistence, graduation, and 
academic achievement through engagement, survey results found a direct link between coaches’ influence 
and personal and social development. Survey results also provided a descriptive analysis of the coach’s 
influence on the student-athlete success within the intercollegiate experience of Barnes’ Model of 
Student-Athlete Success. The remainder of this chapter provides a discussion of the findings, and 
conclusions and final recommendations. 
Findings and Conclusions 
Research Question One 
What are the institution-driven conditions (of Barnes’ Model of Student –Athlete Success) that exist 
within the intercollegiate athletic experience? 
In that little is known about the coaches’ influence construct, the first research questionguding the 
present study was exploratory in nature. Prior literature describes the athletic subculture as one of strong 
relationships developed during the recruitment process (Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001). However the 
relationships between women’s basketball coaches once student-athletes arrive on campus appear to be 
strained with high levels of distrust and disrespectful behavior (Petr, Paskus and Miranda, 2011).  The 
athletic subculture is also filled with excessive time demands and energy expended on practice, and travel 
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for competition (Adler & Adler, 1985; Aries, McCarthy & Salovey, 2004; Bowen & Levin, 2003).  The 
results of my study paint a slightly different picture of what may be occurring inside the intercollegiate 
athletic experience circle, as depicted in Barnes’ Model of Student-Athlete Success. 
What are the head coaches doing? One of the criticisms of the literature regarding coaches’ 
influence is that there is no clear description of what coaches actually do with their student-athletes 
beyond athletic activities. Participants in this study reported spending a limited amount of time (less than 
3 hours per week) with their head coaches outside of athletic activities engaging in team building 
activities, personal goal setting and personal counseling and advising, and academic goal setting. In my 
opinion, these activities lend to enhancing the player/coach relationship because the coach is perceived as 
investing time in ensuring the student-athlete has the best chance possible to succeed both on and off the 
court. Coaches are also encouraging personal and social development.  Coaches are helping student-
athletes to develop a personal code of ethics, gain self-awareness, contribute to the welfare of the 
community and learn effectively on their own.   
Results also revealed that coaches are encouraging student-athletes to participate in myriad 
educational and academic experiences that have been proven to be positive indicators of student 
engagement. The top three educational experiences encouraged by head coaches were participation in 
community service projects, internships, and conversations with individuals of diverse economic/social 
status. On the academic side, participants reported coaches strongly encouraging class attendance, 
graduation and study hall attendance.  With respect to participants’ responses to coaches’ encouragement 
of academic experiences, over 78% or more responded that time management, academic support services, 
high academic performance and grade checks were highly emphasized by their head coach. This finding 
supports Potuto and O’Hanlon’s (2007) claim that 93.5% of student-athletes believe their coaches are 
more concerned about their graduation than their professors. This high level of encouragement of 
academic experiences may be attributed to NCAA’s APR policy that connects academic progress to the 
head coach. The APR is a persistence indicator that is reported annually for the team and the head coach. 
The APR gives real time data on how well the student-athletes are progressing toward a graduation.  
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Whereas earlier literature found a negative relationship between sport participation and cognitive 
variables such as GPA and graduation (Adler & Adler, 1985; Aries, McCarthy, Salovey & Banai, 2004; 
Maloney & McCormick, 1993; Pascarella et al., 1995; Pascarella, et al., 1999; Scott, et al., 2008; 
Shulman & Bowen, 2001), these findings suggests that the leaders in sport are aware of the important role 
they play in overall student-athlete success, as is indicated by the actions of the coaches in this sample. 
The frequency scores for coaches’ encouragement of academic experiences such as class attendance and 
study hall attendance were significantly higher than those for the encouragement of educational 
experiences such as serious conversations with others of different ethnicity and religious/political beliefs.  
These results may be attributed to a shift in the Head Coach APR policy to hold individuals accountable 
for the academic progress and eventual success of student-athletes.  
 Quality of the player/coach relationship was overwhelmingly positive for the participants in this 
study. However, players reported spending very little time (three hours or less per week) with their coach 
outside of practice.  While it appears that the amount of time spent with coaches is limited, the high 
positive response rate of participants to the coach quality subscale suggests that the student-athletes’ 
perceptions of good rapport with the head coach are substantiated. This finding is contrary to the findings 
from the NCAA GOALS and SCORE studies, where participants in women’s basketball expressed a high 
level of distrust with the head coach (Petr, Paskus & Miranda, 2011). The positive responses to the coach 
quality subscale indicated a level of comfort and trust in the head coach to be helpful, available and 
sympathetic to student-athletes’ needs.  
 Sixty-five percent of the participants in this sample reported being satisfaction with their off-court 
relationship with their head coach, and 78% indicated if given the opportunity, they would attend the 
same school again if the same head coach were there. The findings do support the notion that coaches’ 
influence is strongly tied to school choice for basketball players. Howard-Hamilton and Sina (2001) 
emphasized the strong bond developed during the recruitment process between the student-athlete and 
coach, suggesting that coaches strongly influence the student-athlete’s decision to attend or not attend an 
institution. This is also consistent with the results of Potuto and O’Hanlon (2007) study, in which found 
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the majority of student-athletes indicated that coaches played an important part in their college choice.  It 
should be noted that a larger percentage of participants in this study responded more favorably to college 
choice than participants in the NCAA GOALS and SCORE studies (Petr, Paskus, & Miranda, 2011). The 
second exploratory section of question one deals with student-athlete engagement patterns. 
 What are the student-athletes doing? Results from this study revealed that student-athletes are 
heavily engaged in their sport. The results confirmed that participants spent 16 or more hours per week on 
their sport while spending five or less hours in other co-curricular activities. This finding supports Astin’s 
(1984) reference to time demands as a key characteristic of the athletic subculture.  This study is no 
exception. Bowen and Levin (2003) reported student-athletes spending twice as much energy on their 
sport, which is supported by the findings of the present study.  
Prior research studies also found that student-athletes are engaged at similar rates to non-student-
athletes (Gaston-Gayles & Hu, 2009b, Umbach, et al., 2006). This study found that student-athletes’ 
academic engagement experiences were highest in community service projects, participation in a foreign 
language, and use of electronic media to complete assignments. These results are similar to Umbach, 
Palmer, Kuh, and Hannah (2006) who also found that student-athletes are highly engaged in practicums/ 
internships, senior culminating activities and community service projects. Student-athletes were not as 
engaged in some of the other academic engagement experiences (i.e., participation in a learning 
community, a practicum, study abroad, and independent learning). Results also revealed that student-
athletes reported high levels of engagement with individuals of diverse ethnicity, religious and political 
beliefs, and different economic/social backgrounds. This is contrary to the findings of Adler and Adler 
(1985), Astin (1984), Pascarella, Truckenmiller, Nora, Terenzini, Edison, and Hagedorn (1999),  and 
Shulman and  Bowen (2001), who found that students involved in sports tend to be isolated from their 
peers. Hildenbrand, Sanders, Too-Good and Benton (2009) found that students involved in sports had a 
better chance of graduating than non-athletes.  The implication is that being involved in sports is 
considered being engaged. According the NCAA 2006 GOALS and SCORE studies, student-athletes 
believed that they had more diverse engagement experiences with members of other ethnic, economic, 
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social and political, and religious backgrounds as a result of their participation in sport (NCAA, 2008).  
The findings from my study support this idea that student athletes are engaged. The third exploratory 
aspect of research question one deals with institutional campus climate. 
 What are the institutions doing? According to Kuh (2004), engagement is both student-driven and 
institution-driven.   Student engagement theory asserts that institutions should be accountable for 
providing an environment that is conducive to student success for all students. Results from this study 
reveal that student-athletes perceived the campus climate to be friendly and supportive across various 
campus constituencies (faculty, staff, administrators, assistant coaches, other students). Student-athletes 
also reported that the campus climate was supportive of their academic, non-academic and social needs.  
These results reveal that the institutions in this sample have created an environment that student-athletes 
perceive as giving them a chance to succeed.    
Research Question Two 
Is there a relationship between coaches’ influence and student-athlete levels of engagement in 
educationally purposeful activities? 
The results of this study found a relationship between measures of coaches’ influence and 
student-athlete levels of engagement in educationally purposeful activities – both academic engagement 
and diversity engagement.  However the influence was very small.  This may be due to the percentage of 
low responses to the engagement items.  The other possible reason for the low response may be due to the 
use of engagement items from only two of the five NSSE benchmarks- enriching educational experiences 
and supportive campus climate. These two areas of engagement were chosen to strengthen the 
engagement construct for this study, as they represented more specific measures of academic engagement 
aimed at student behaviors the coach could have impacted. However, the other three engagement 
benchmarks – student-faculty interaction, active and collaborative learning, and level of academic 
challenge are mostly aimed at student behaviors and other institutional faculty, staff and administrators. 
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As a result, more specific measures of academic engagement aimed at student behaviors existed in the 
other benchmark areas that may have strengthened the engagement construct.  
Barnes’ Model of Student-Athlete Success suggests that if a relationship is found between 
coaches’ influence and levels of student engagement, then there is an implication that coaches influence 
student-athlete success (i.e. persistence, graduation, etc.). The examination of measures of coaches’ 
influence revealed that coaches’ encouragement of educationally purposeful activities was found to be the 
strongest predictor of both diversity engagement and academic engagement. While no prior literature 
addresses coaches’ influence on student engagement, the core tenets of student engagement theories 
developed by Astin (1984), Chickering and Gamson (1987), Tinto (1993), Gaston-Gayles & Hu (2009a) 
and Kuh (2004) acknowledge the importance of faculty members, peers, advisors and other campus 
support personnel to student’s level of engagement.  The results of my study add another individual, the 
head coach, to this list of influencers.  
A direct relationship was found between coaches’ influence and the personal and social 
development of student-athletes. Somewhat different from what is suggested in the engagement models, 
both the quality of the relationship with the head coach and the coaches’ encouragement of educationally 
purposeful activities were found to be strong predictors of personal and social development in student 
athletes. This is one of the most profound findings of the study. Berea College President, Larry Shinn 
cites the intensity of the athletic experience and the amount of time spent with coaches as important 
factors influencing the affective development of student-athletes (Dalton, 2006b). My study found that the 
quality of the coach –student-athlete relationship and coaches encouragement of the student-athlete have a 
direct impact on student-athlete’s personal and social development.   
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Research Question Three 
Is coaches’ influence related to student-athlete levels of student engagement in educationally 
purposeful activities when controlling for campus climate? 
The results of my study confirmed a relationship between measures of coaches’ influence and 
student-athlete levels of engagement in educationally purposeful activities, when controlling for the 
diversity engagement component of campus climate.  This means that after consideration was given for 
other campus personnel and support services, the head coach still had influence on the student-athlete’s 
level of engagement. However the influence was very small. A closer examination of measures of 
coaches’ influence and campus climate, revealed that coaches’ encouragement of educationally 
purposeful activities, satisfaction with the coach, and campus support were found to be the strongest 
predictors of diversity engagement.  Student-athletes of the 2006 GOALS and SCORE studies attributed 
many of their diverse experiences to their participation in sport (“National College Athletic Association”, 
2008).  The results from the current study support the finding that student-athletes view their participation 
in sport as diverse engagement due to the exposure of learning about different ethnicities, religious and 
political beliefs and values of others through the diversity that exists on the team. No relationship was 
found between coaches’ influence and academic engagement. One reason for this may be that the term 
engagement signifies student behavior rather than coach’s behavior or institutional practice. As stated 
earlier, this study did not explore the more in depth academic indicators of engagement such as student-
faculty interactions, active and collaborative learning, and level of academic challenge.  
A direct relationship was found between coaches’ influence and personal and social development 
even when controlling for campus climate. Unlike the engagement models, both the quality of the 
relationship with the head coach and the coaches’ encouragement of educationally purposeful activities 
were found to be the best predictors of personal and social development. This finding is consistent with 
findings from previous studies highlighting the importance of the coach to character development 
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(Dalton, 2006a; Dalton, 2006b), further solidifying the importance of the coach to the overall success of 
the student-athlete.  
Limitations 
 This study had several limitations. The first limitation is that this data were self-reported.  
Secondly, access to student-athletes was limited by administrative gatekeepers who would not allow 
members of their women’s basketball team to participate in the study. Some schools declined to 
participate in the study while others did not respond and ignored the request. I suspect that one of the 
reasons many schools did not participate is that the NCAA, the organization of which the institutions are 
members, is leading most of the research projects associated with student-athlete success. The NCAA is, 
also driving and shaping the research agenda and telling the story about the student-athlete experience. 
Interestingly, the response rate of those basketball players whom I contacted directly via email had a 
lower response rate than those asked to complete the survey by their coach or a campus academic 
administrator. Consequently, the 135 participants yielded data on only 29 head coaches. This sample size 
was small and may not reflect those of the general population of head coaches and student-athletes.  As a 
result, caution should be exercised when interpreting these findings.  
Recommendations 
Future Studies. First, while this study has provided a measure for coaches’ influence, further 
examination is needed to determine if the measure remains applicable across head coaches of different 
sports.  More specifically, studies that investigate coaches’ influence from the perspective of head 
coaches themselves and athletic administrators would be especially helpful in solidifying a working 
definition/measure of coaches’ influence and furthering the development of the Barnes Model of Student-
Athlete Success.  
Questions for future research may include: How does the coach view his or her role in enhancing 
the student experience of the student-athlete?   Is there a relationship between coaches’ leadership styles 
and academic engagement for the college student-athlete? Is there a relationship between athletic team 
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success and coaches’ influence on student-athlete academic engagement? Is coaches’ influence a 
predictor of student-athlete persistence? Is coaches’ influence a predictor of student-athlete graduation? Is 
coaches’ influence a predictor of personal and social development for student-athletes? 
Implications for Administrators. Administrators should exercise caution when using the APR to 
hire and fire their coaches. As stated earlier, coaches’ influence on academic progress is very small and 
indirect.  On the other hand, the results of the present study provide a different perspective for 
administrators to consider when determining how to evaluate the effectiveness of the coach on student-
athlete success.  The creation of assessment tools would further aid administrators’ ability to accurately 
communicate what actions they expect from the head coach that would lead to student-athlete success.  
Administrators should also consider overall impact on student development, as the results of the present 
study found a direct correlation between coaches’ influence and student-athlete personal and social 
development.   
The other practical implication of this study has fto do with past and current trends in the 
preparation of coaches.  Very few coaches have academic training in student-development. The absence 
of this critical foundational component in coaches’ preparation may have negative implications for the 
student-athlete. Most coaches learn how to be coaches through apprenticeships.  While there is growth in 
programs that emphasize coaching and sport administration, there is a need for curriculum development 
within these programs. Having courses dedicated to overall student-athlete development will enhance the 
coaches’ ability to positively impact the lives of those student-athletes who cross their path.   Since the 
head coach works in higher education, it is imperative to ensure that those coaches who are hired to work 
with the student-athletes are knowledgeable of the best practices in student-athlete development that are 
likely to lead to student- athletes’ achievement of success outcomes that are suggested by Barnes’ Model 
of Student Athlete Success ( i.e., graduation, personal and social development, etc.).  Failure of 
administrators to recognize the importance of proper training of head coaches equates to the failure of the 
higher education institution to provide a student-athlete with the best chance to succeed. 
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Implications for coaches.  Coaches should encourage student-athlete engagement in the college 
experience early and often. As found in the results, coaches’ encouragement of student-athlete 
participation in any educationally purposeful activity is the key to effectively guiding student-athletes 
throughout the intercollegiate/collegiate experiences.  Coaches should also consider the quality of their 
relationship by participating in meaningful activities, including personal counseling and goal setting, as 
previously mentioned in the study. Coaches should consider allotting more time to spend with their team 
members outside of athletic activities. The more time spent with team members outside of athletic 
activities, the greater the chances for  improved student engagement in activities other than sport that may 
eventually lead to achievement of student-athlete success outcomes (i.e., persistence, graduation).  
Implications for student-athletes. The results of the present study are likely to inform student-
athletes, coaches, higher education administrators and the stakeholders they serve. Better informed 
administrators and coaches are likely to engage in intentional efforts to ensure that student-athletes have 
every opportunity to succeed As such, student-athletes may  benefit both directly and indirectly from this 
study.. 
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Appendix A 
List of NCAA Division I Schools in Region 
East Region 
University at Albany 
American University 
Binghamton 
University 
Boston College 
Boston University 
Brown University 
Bryant University 
Bucknell University 
Butler University 
Campbell University 
Canisius College 
Central Connecticut 
State University 
Charleston Southern 
University 
University of 
Cincinnati 
Clemson University 
Coastal Carolina 
University 
Colgate University 
Columbia University-
Barnard College 
University of 
Connecticut 
Cornell University 
Dartmouth College 
University of Dayton 
University of 
Delaware 
DePaul University 
Drexel University 
Duke University 
Duquesne University 
Fairfield University 
Fairleigh Dickinson 
University, 
Metropolitan Campus 
Florida State 
University 
Fordham University 
Gardner-Webb 
University 
George Mason 
University 
George Washington 
University 
Georgetown 
University 
Georgia Institute of 
Technology 
Georgia State 
University 
University of Hartford 
Harvard University 
High Point University 
Hofstra University 
College of the Holy 
Cross 
Iona College 
James Madison 
University 
La Salle University 
Lafayette College 
Lehigh University 
Liberty University 
Long Island 
University-Brooklyn 
Campus 
Longwood University 
University of 
Louisville 
Loyola University 
Maryland 
University of Maine, 
Orono 
Manhattan College 
Marist College 
Marquette University 
University of 
Maryland, Baltimore 
County 
University of 
Maryland, College 
Park 
University of 
Massachusetts, 
Amherst 
University of Miami 
(Florida) 
Monmouth University 
Mount St. Mary's 
University 
University of New 
Hampshire 
New Jersey Institute 
of Technology 
Niagara University 
University of North 
Carolina, Asheville 
North Carolina State 
University 
University of North 
Carolina, Chapel Hill 
University of North 
Carolina, Charlotte 
University of North 
Carolina, Wilmington 
Northeastern 
University 
University of Notre 
Dame 
Old Dominion 
University 
University of 
Pennsylvania 
University of 
Pittsburgh 
Princeton University 
Providence College 
Quinnipiac University 
Radford University 
University of Rhode 
Island 
University of 
Richmond 
Rider University 
Robert Morris 
University 
Rutgers, State Univ of 
New Jersey, New 
Brunswick 
Sacred Heart 
University 
Seton Hall University 
Siena College 
University of South 
Florida 
St. Bonaventure 
University 
St. Francis College 
Brooklyn 
Saint Francis 
University 
(Pennsylvania) 
St. John's University 
(New York) 
Saint Joseph's 
University 
Saint Louis 
University 
St. Peter's University 
Stony Brook 
University 
Syracuse University 
Temple University 
Towson University 
U.S. Military 
Academy 
U.S. Naval Academy 
University of 
Vermont 
Villanova University 
University of Virginia 
Virginia 
Commonwealth 
University 
Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute & State 
University 
Wagner College 
Wake Forest 
University 
College of William 
and Mary 
Winthrop University 
Xavier University 
Yale University 
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Mideast Region 
 
University of Akron 
University of Alabama 
University of Alabama at Birmingham 
Appalachian State University 
Arkansas State University 
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville 
University of Arkansas, Little Rock 
Auburn University 
Austin Peay State University 
Ball State University 
Belmont University 
Bethune-Cookman University 
Bowling Green State University 
University at Buffalo, the State University of 
New York 
University of Central Florida 
Central Michigan University 
College of Charleston (South Carolina) 
Coppin State University 
Davidson College 
Delaware State University 
University of Denver 
East Carolina University 
East Tennessee State University 
Eastern Illinois University 
Eastern Kentucky University 
Eastern Michigan University 
Elon University 
University of Florida 
Florida A&M University 
Florida Atlantic University 
Florida Gulf Coast University 
Florida International University 
Furman University 
University of Georgia 
Georgia Southern University 
Hampton University 
University of Houston 
Houston Baptist University 
Howard University 
Jacksonville State University 
Jacksonville University 
Kennesaw State University 
Kent State University 
University of Kentucky 
Lipscomb University 
University of Louisiana at Lafayette 
University of Louisiana at Monroe 
Louisiana State University 
Marshall University 
University of Maryland Eastern Shore 
University of Memphis 
Mercer University 
Miami University (Ohio) 
Middle Tennessee State University 
University of Mississippi 
Mississippi State University 
University of Missouri, Columbia 
Morehead State University 
Morgan State University 
Murray State University 
University of New Orleans 
Norfolk State University 
North Carolina A&T State University 
North Carolina Central University 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
University of North Florida 
University of North Texas 
Northern Illinois University 
Ohio University 
Rice University 
Samford University 
Savannah State University 
University of South Alabama 
University of South Carolina, Columbia 
South Carolina State University 
University of South Carolina Upstate 
Southeast Missouri State University 
Southern Methodist University 
University of Southern Mississippi 
Stetson University 
Tennessee State University 
Tennessee Technological University 
University of Tennessee at Chattanooga 
University of Tennessee, Knoxville 
University of Tennessee at Martin 
Texas A&M University, College Station 
University of Texas at El Paso 
University of Toledo 
Troy University 
Tulane University 
University of Tulsa 
Vanderbilt University 
Western Carolina University 
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Western Kentucky University 
Western Michigan University 
Wofford College
West Region 
 
University of Arizona 
Arizona State University 
Boise State University 
Brigham Young University 
California Polytechnic State University 
California State University, Bakersfield 
California State University, Fresno 
California State University, Fullerton 
California State University, Northridge 
California State University, Sacramento 
University of California, Berkeley 
University of California, Davis 
University of California, Irvine 
University of California, Los Angeles 
University of California, Riverside 
University of California, Santa Barbara 
University of Colorado, Boulder 
Colorado State University 
Eastern Washington University 
Gonzaga University 
University of Hawaii, Manoa 
University of Idaho 
Idaho State University 
Long Beach State University 
Louisiana Tech University 
Loyola Marymount University 
University of Montana 
Montana State University-Bozeman 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
University of Nevada 
University of New Mexico 
New Mexico State University 
Northern Arizona University 
University of Northern Colorado 
University of Oregon 
Oregon State University 
University of the Pacific 
Pepperdine University 
University of Portland 
Portland State University 
University of San Diego 
San Diego State University 
University of San Francisco 
San Jose State University 
Santa Clara University 
Seattle University 
University of Southern California 
St. Mary's College of California 
Stanford University 
U.S. Air Force Academy 
University of Utah 
Utah State University 
Utah Valley University 
University of Washington 
Washington State University 
Weber State University 
University of Wyoming
 
 
Midwest Region 
 
Alabama A&M University 
Alabama State University 
Alcorn State University 
University of Arkansas, Pine Bluff 
Baylor University 
Bradley University 
University of Central Arkansas 
Chicago State University 
Cleveland State University 
Creighton University 
University of Detroit Mercy 
Drake University 
University of Evansville 
Grambling State University 
Illinois State University 
University of Illinois, Champaign 
University of Illinois at Chicago 
Indiana State University 
Indiana University, Bloomington 
Indiana University-Purdue University, Fort 
Wayne 
Indiana University-Purdue University at 
Indianapolis 
University of Iowa 
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Iowa State University 
Jackson State University 
University of Kansas 
Kansas State University 
Lamar University 
Loyola University Chicago 
McNeese State University 
University of Michigan 
Michigan State University 
University of Minnesota, Twin Cities 
Mississippi Valley State University 
Missouri State University 
University of Missouri-Kansas City 
University of Nebraska, Lincoln 
Nicholls State University 
North Dakota State University 
University of Northern Iowa 
Northwestern State University 
Northwestern University 
Oakland University 
The Ohio State University 
University of Oklahoma 
Oklahoma State University 
Oral Roberts University 
Pennsylvania State University 
Prairie View A&M University 
Presbyterian College 
Purdue University 
Sam Houston State University 
South Dakota State University 
Southeastern Louisiana University 
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale 
Southern University, Baton Rouge 
Southern Utah University 
Stephen F. Austin State University 
Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi 
Texas Christian University 
Texas Southern University 
Texas State University-San Marcos 
Texas Tech University 
University of Texas at Arlington 
University of Texas at Austin 
University of Texas, Pan American 
University of Texas at San Antonio 
Valparaiso University 
West Virginia University 
Western Illinois University 
Wichita State University 
University of Wisconsin-Green Bay 
University of Wisconsin, Madison 
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee 
Wright State University 
Youngstown State University 
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Appendix B 
Athletic Director/Coach Consent Email Request 
Dear Administrator/Coach: 
The success of student-athletes has been a priority of the NCAA over the past 20 years.  The most recent 
APR and GSR rates report significant increases in student-athlete success due to increased standards and 
accountability.  There is speculation that coaches’ influence is a major factor in student-athlete success 
but this needs to be further investigated. This is where I need your help. 
I am conducting research to use in my doctoral dissertation at the University of New Orleans that will 
investigate the relationship between head coaches’ influence on student engagement and student-athlete 
success. Approval for this study has been granted by the University of New Orleans Institutional Review 
Board to request your team’s participation. 
This study will examine student-athletes’ perceptions of head coaches’ influence on student engagement 
and student-athlete success among Division I women’s basketball players in the United States.   The data 
from this study will be reported by head coach gender. Student-athletes’ responses will not be reported for 
any specific university.   
Student-athletes’ responses will be gathered through the Student-Athlete Perception of Coaches’ 
Influence, Student Engagement, and Student Athlete Success Survey. The survey contains 16 questions 
which are answered by selecting an appropriate choice on a scale. Administration time is approximately 
10- 15 minutes. 
At this time, I am requesting your assistance by providing me with access to your student-athletes email 
addresses so that I may send them a link to the survey. The survey is web-based, and may be completed 
via a computer, smartphone or tablet. Since the survey is web based, they can be assured that their 
responses will remain anonymous and confidential. Participation in the study is voluntary. 
Your support would provide valuable data that would add to the body of knowledge aimed at enhancing 
the student-athlete experience. Thank you for your cooperation and I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kiki Baker Barnes 
Doctoral Candidate 
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Appendix C 
Second Option - Advertisements (Web & Social Media) 
Volunteers Needed for Research 
Study 
We need participants for a research study: 
 “The relationship between head coaches’ influence and student engagement of NCAA 
Division I Women’s Basketball Players: An examination of Student-Athlete Success.” 
 
                                    
 
Description of Project: We are researching college student - athletes’ perceptions of head coaches’ influence on 
student engagement and student-athlete success. Your participation will take about 10 minutes. We will ask you to 
take a web-based survey. 
To participate: You must be currently enrolled at NCAA Division I program and participate on the women’s 
basketball team at that college/university. 
To learn more, contact the investigator of the study, Kiki Baker Barnes at knbaker1@uno.edu. 504-319-4628.  
 
This research is conducted under the direction of Dr. Ann O’Hanlon, Department of Educational Leadership, 
Counseling and Foundations, and has been reviewed and approved by the University of New Orleans Institutional 
Review Board. 
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Appendix D 
SURVEY COVER LETTER 
INFORMED CONSENT 
 
November 25, 2013 
Dear Participant: 
I am a graduate student under the direction of Professor Ann O’Hanlon, PhD, in the Department of 
Education, Leadership, Counseling and Foundations at the University of New Orleans.  I am conducting a 
research study to investigate the relationship between coaches’ influence, student engagement, and 
student-athlete success. 
I am requesting your participation, which will involve completion of a survey that will approximately 10 
minutes of your time.  Your participation in this study is voluntary.  If you choose not to participate or to 
withdraw from the study at any time, there will be no penalty. The survey is anonymous.  The results of 
the study may be published but your name will not be known. 
If you have any questions concerning the research study, please call me at (504) 319-4628. 
Completion of this survey will be considered your consent to participate. Click on link below to move 
forward with the survey. 
Sincerely, 
 
Kiki Baker Barnes 
Doctoral Candidate 
 
Click on the link below to take the survey now. 
https://neworleans.co1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_befu5beBlio0aNv&Preview=Survey&BrandID=newo
rleans  
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Student-Athlete Perception of Coaches’ Influence, Student Engagement, and Student Athlete Success 
Survey 
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Items 1, 4-8, 10-16 extracted and modified with permission from The College Student Report, National 
Survey of Student Engagement, Copyright 2001-12 The Trustees of Indiana University. 
Key for Scoring Survey 
Coaches’ Influence (Items 1-9, & 13b) 
 Quality of Player Coach Relationship (Items 1 - 3) 
 Player Satisfaction with the Coach (Items 4 & 5) 
Coaches Level of Encouragement of Student-Athlete Participation in Enriching Educational 
Experiences (Items 6-9, & 13b) 
Post College Outcomes (Item 10) 
Student-Athlete Engagement (Items 11, 12, 13a, 14) 
Campus Climate (Items 15 & 16) 
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APPENDIX F 
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) 2011 
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APPENDIX G  
NSSE Item Usage Agreement 
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APPENDIX H 
Human Subjects Certification 
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